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SUMMARY 


BACKGROUND 


Americans a key property associated 
with the life of General and later 
President Ulysses S. Grant and the 


This document, a general management 
plan and environmental assessment, 
provides a strategy to guide the treat- 
ment of cultural, archeological, and 
natural resources, the development of 


The plan presents five alternatives, . 
each meeting the legislative intent for 








Access to the property would remain 
extremely limited. A small gravel 
ing lot would serve as the only 


to make the site accessible 


which is less visitor support than is 
currently available. The interpretive 
program would focus only on the Grants 
and their relationship with White 
Haven. Only a minimal staff (mainten- 


Memorial staff. The same issues and 
problems as listed under alternative A 
would remain unresolved. The current 
onsite staff would be reduced to two 
employees per day for visitor safety and 
resource protection. 


Alternative C, focusing on domestic life 
at White Haven, would provide visitors 
with a sense of the 19th century set- 

ting. The main house and barn would 


resent an ap similar to the 
bistoric i i Using the resources to 
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preserved and would continue to house 
the site’s visitor services. The 

would be rehabilitated to include side- 
walks and ramps accessible to all visi- 
tors; if ible, significant features of 
the would be rehabilitated. 
The site would function as an indepen- 
dent unit of the national park system. 


Alternative D, the proposal, would per- 
mit a wider interpretation of the lives 
and careers of Ulysses S. and Julia 
Dent Grant and their partnership by 
enhancing the resource-based experience 
of alternative C. It would combine a 


would be rehabilitated. The site w 
function as an independent unit of the 
national park system. 
Alternative E advocates a Grant Center 
and would provide the most information 
to the largest possible audience using 




















eee 
Ba} 
* 





Contents 


Context for the Plan 
Introduction 3 


3 
Legislation 3 
Purpose of and Need for the Plan 3 
Location 4 








Visitor Services 30 











Sy ieee 
3. 




















Natural Resources 95 
Soils and Topography 95 
The Proposal (Alternative D) 95 
Alternative B 95 


Alternatives B,D, andE 96 
Threatened and Endangered Species: All Alternatives 96 
Hydrology: Ail Alternatives 96 


The Proposal (Alternative D) 97 
Alternative A 97 
Alternative B 97 
Alternative C 97 
Alternative E 97 


Visitor Use and i 97 
The Revd sree A D) 97 


Alternative A 97 
Alternative B 97 
Alternative C 97 
Alternative E 97 
Socioeconomic Environment 98 
The Proposal (Alternative D) 98 
Alternative A 98 
Alternative B 98 
Alternative C 98 
Alternative E 99 


Cumulative Im 99 
Impacts of No Action (Alternative A) 99 
Compliance 102 


Appendixes / Selected Bibliography / Preparers and Consultants 














Current Appearance: Main House 13 


Main House Floor Plan 38 


Treatment — South Elevation 41 


Alternative A: House Treatment — West Elevation 51 

Alternative A: Barn Treatment — Southwest and Northwest Elevation 52 
A‘ternative B: Site Plan 57 

Aiternative B: House Treatment — Front View Main House 58 
Alternative B: House Treatment — West Elevation 59 

Alternative B: Barn Treatment — Southwest and Northwest Elevation 60 
Alternative C: Site Plan 66 

Alternative C: House Treatment — Front View Main House 67 
Alternative C: House Treatment — West Elevation 68 

Alternative C: Barn Treatment — Southeast and Northwest Elevation 69 
Alternative E: Site Plan 75 

Alternative E: House Treatment — Front View Main House 76 
Alternative E: House Treatment — West Elevation 77 

Alternative E: Barn Treatment — South Elevation 78 


(Alternative D) 35 





—— 


| 
| 























BLADE PAGE 














BACKGROUND 


Legislation 


Ulysses S. Grant National Historic Site 
was authorized by Public Law 101-106 
(October 2, 1989) 


The legislating statement, while empha- 
sizing specific points about Ulysses S. 
and Julia Dent Grant, dows not describe 
the specific ways and means that the 
National Park Service should accom- 
plish its mission. 





property to the United States of America. 


of 
the unit. The plan is @ long-range docu- 
ment subject to reevaluation and 
revision to meet changes in resource, 
social, and economic conditions. 


A long-range interpretive plan, to be 
printed separately, has also been pre- 
pared to guide decisions about the 
interpretive approach and interpretive 
media to be incor porated into the 
treatment of the buildings and 
pe at White Haven. 


The environmental assessment of the 
general management plan has 

prepared in accordance with 
National Environmental Policy Act and 
Council on Environmental Quality regu- 
lations. The environmental assessment 
provides information to compare the 
effect of the action and 
reasonable alternatives on the quality of 
the human environment. 





and his visits became regular. Upon 
learning of his company’s impending 


CONTEXT FOR THE PLAN 


Location 


transfer in 1845, Grant asked Julia to 


is in an unincorporated portion of south marry him. 
St. Louis County, Missouri. (See St. 


ia: 


right-of-way. Gateway Trailnet, Inc., has 
quitclaim deed to this railroad corridor. 


wood Village, and a residential neigh- 
Across the street from the main 


borhood surrounds three sides of the 
site. Entrance to the site is from the 
south, off Grant Road, over a railroad 
entrance is Grant’s Farm, an animal 


preserve and children’s zoo that is 


heavily visited. It is owned by the 


Ulysses S. Grant National Historic Site 
surrounded by the community of Grant- 
Anheuser-Busch Corporation. 
Spanish 
a tract 
Gravel 


Louis Vicinity.) The 9.65-acre site is 








Frederick Dent purchased Hunt's 


erty three years later (see White 
Haven, Then and Now, and Dent 


ate 
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CONTEXT FOR THE PLAN 





The following documents are complete 


When the plan has been approved, a 
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ing and connects to gates on 
and southwest edges of the property. 
This residential driveway is the only 
road within the park. It enters off 


Farm are on the south side. Access is 
from Grant Road, which is narrow and 
has poor sight distance at the intersec- 
tion of the drive into the site. About 
one-quarter of the site is in the 100- 
year floodplain, and a serious 

problem exists just outside of the prop- 
erty. Trees provide a visual buffer from 
the surrounding properties. The site 
slopes from northeast to southwest and 
drains into Gravois Creek, across Grant 
Road. A deteriorated chain link fence 
marks the boundary of the site. 


Gateway Trailnet, Inc., holds a 100-foot- 
wide railroad right-of-way aoe 2 to 
the park’s southwest boundary. Trailnet 

intends to develop a 6.2-mile-long seg 
ment of the right-of-way (including the 
portion adjacent to the Grant site) for 
use as a recreation trail the 
program called railbanking.’ While there 
is some potential for returning the trail 
to rail use, it is unlikely. 


National Historic 
Landmark Designation 


White Haven is a designated national 
historic landmark and is included on 
the National of Historic Places. 
The park was surveyed in 1993 for the 





list of classified structures. Procedures 
are currently under way to list nine 
structures: the main house, stone build- 


way, and barn well. The 1993 assessment 
concluded that the walkway, cistern 
driveway, and well are potentially 


Related Resources 


Local Resources. Most of the historic 
White Haven farm was developed for 
residential use in the 20th century. 
Opposite Grant Road, occupying approx- 
imately 280 acres that historically 
comprised part of the White Haven 
plantation, sits Grant’s Farm. This 
attraction, which includes a game pre- 


by Grant during the 1850s, is in 
Grant’s Farm, although not in its origi- 
nal location. Grant's Farm is open to 


mately one-half million people visit 
Grant’s Farm annually. 


Entrance to the White Haven site is 
from the south, off Grant Road, over a 
railroad berm. The berm was built 








Grant Boyhood Home 
203 East Grant Ave., Georgetown, OH 


Grant’s Farm 
10501 Gravois, St. Louis, MO 


U.S. Grant Home State Historic Site 
908 Third Street, Galena, IL 


Friends of Grant’s Cottage 
P.O. Box 990, Sarasota Springs, NY 


General Grant National Memorial 
26 Wall Street, New York, NY 


Petersburg National Battlefield 
P.O. Box 549, Petersburg, VA 


Richmond National Battlefield Park 
3215 East Broad St., Richmond, VA 
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Current appearance: main house with stone building used as a garage 
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CONTEXT FOR THE PLAN 


The following documents are complete 
or in progress: 


Historic Structure Report. A historic 
structure report is prepared whenever 
there will be a major intervention to a 
historic structure. It contains evalua- 


See ae here 
fr White Haren completed, the 
report will provide guidance and sup- 

port for treatment of the buildings, and 
information contained in it also will be 
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Woen § the plan has been approved, a 
cultural landscape report will be 
required. (See “Proposed Studies.”) 
A cultural landscape report identifies, 
evaluates, and recommends treatment; 
outlines implementation; and indicates 
how development may affect 
the cultural landscape. Modifications to 
the vegetation at the site will be mini- 
mal until a cultural landscape report is 
completed. 


Long-Range Interpretive Plan. A 
long-range interpretive plan has been 
prepared. This interpretive plan is used 
to guide interpretive activities the same 
way that the general management plan 
is used to guide park management. 


Statement for Management. The 
statement for management provides an 
up-to-date inventory of the park’s 
resources and an analysis of its 
problems. It is not a plan and does not 
make recommendations; it identifies 
issues. (These issues are listed in the 
following section.) The statement, which 
is used by park management to deter- 
mine the nature and extent of needed 
plans and studies, was completed in 
1991. The management objectives from 
the statement are factors that affect the 
plan; they are listed on page 18. 





THE PLANNING PROCESS existing legislation, regulations, expecta- 


In June 1993 the Park Service began 
the formal process of developing a - 





aspect of the partnership was Julia’s 
influence on President Grant’s rise 
to greatness, his heroic deeds, and 
public service. 


In a life that was a roller coaster of 
successes and failures, two things 
remained constant: Grant’s 

White Haven is an appropriate place 
to understand both influences. 


In preparing the site’s first statement 
for management in 1991, the Park Service 
identified a series of objectives for the 
site, based on the site’s enabling legisla- 
tion and on other mandates affecting 


which the site’s management strategy 














Preparing the Plan 
PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT SUMMARY 
The Park Service has involved the 


representatives of St. Coun 
Parks and Recreation staff; the board of 
Save Grant’s White Haven, Inc. (the 
group instrumental in 
serving site); the Grantwood 


board; and Grant’s Farm management. 
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Factors to be considered are whether 

the proposed treatment is essential to 
visitors’ understanding of the resource 
and to the Grants’ story. For example 
the 20th century alterations tend to be 


Preparing the Plan 


its present condition and if rehabili- 
tation will not alter its integrity. 


consistent with these policies and guide- 








of the need to 


between Grant’s Farm and Ulysses S. 
Grant National Historic Site. Grant’s 
Farm is able to accommodate as many 
as 5,000 visitors per day, by reservation 
only, while White Haven could accom- 
modate only a small fraction of that 
number under any scenario. The Park 
Service would need to work closely with 


immediately adjacent to the National 
Historic Site. Aspects of this partner- 
ship need clarification, including secur- 
ity, access, information, and restrooms. 
(See “Parking” below.) 


Cooperative Interpretation. Coopera- 
tion with other St. Louis-area attrac- 

tions and with other Grant commemor- 
ative sites nationwide would be benefi- 


Access. Grant Road, which provides the 
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historic site. 


St. Louis County conducted a traffic 
analysis in 1992 (see appendix C) which 
indicated that traffic patterns are 
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The barn was chosen to house visitor 
services because of the available space 
and link to the interpretive story. The 
flexibility of rehabilitating the structure, 
because it has already been significantly 
altered, was also considered. The need 
for modern functions, such es restrooms, 
classroom, theater, and museum store, 
in addition to the exhibit area, led to 
the decision to rebuild the barn wings 
and construct an addition to the rear of 
the barn for the theater. The remaining 
space was allocated to administrative 
functions to optimize the structure’s 
capacity. 


The outbuildings would be interpreted 
as features of the historic farm. Modern 
structures would be removed from the 
landscape. If possible, significant 
features of the landscape in the “core” 
area would be restored and 20th 
century alterations would be removed. 


All of the interpretive themes would be 
presented. The historic structures would 
be used to interpret the Grants’ lives at 
White Haven, while other aspects of the 
interpretive story would be interpreted 
using a variety of means in the 
expanded visitor contact area and 
museum (barn). All of the interpretive 
themes would be presented in depth 
with an emphasis on the Grants’ early 
years together and Julia’s integral part 
in the partnership with her husband. 


Ulysses S. Grant National Historic Site 
would continue to function as a sepa- 
rate and independent unit of the 


national park system. 





RESOURCE TREATMENT 
Historic Structures 


The main house, chicken house, ice- 
house, and stone building would be re- 
stored to their 19th century appearance. 
The main house, as the centerpiece of 
the site, would be the primary vehicle 
for communicating the theme that White 
Haven provides the sense of place for 
the Grants. Only the first floor would 
be accessible to visitors because modifi- 
cations required to make the other floors 
structurally stable and accessible would 
require unacceptable alterations to the 
fabric and configuration of the house.’ 
The house would not be furnished,’ but 
would include interpretive exhibits in 
the three historic rooms on the ground 
floor of the main house. The exhibits in 
the house would be of such a size and 
scale as to evoke the feeling of a 19th 
century interior. The interior restoration 
would include walls, moldings, fire- 
places, dcors, windows, and (if informa- 
tion is available) wall treatments and 
window coverings. The two smallest 
restored rooms (see Main House Plan) 
would be adapted to include a small staff 
restroom and office space for use by 
park staff. The stone building would 
house interpretive exhibits. 


The barn would be rehabilitated for 
visitor services and would contain 
public restroom facilities and a museum 
shop. To provide space to accommodate 
modern needs, the barn would be en- 
larged by adding wings reminiscent of 
those on the original structure in the 
1870s while Grant was president. 
Missing historic dormers would be 











reproduced. A small addition would be 
added to the rear to accommodate a 
theater. The character of a barn would 
be maintained in the interior by 
keeping the space as open as possible, 
with views to the loft and along the 
central axis, and by maintaining as 
much of the original fabric as possible. 


Cultural Landscape 


The grounds would be rehabilitated; the 
core area would be restored to its 19th 
century appearance if possible, using 
minimal conjecture. Wayside exhibits 
would be at various locations along the 
pedestrian paths to assist visitors in 
appreciating the site’s resources and 
interpretive themes. These waysides 
would be designed to be minimally 
intrusive on the historic setting. Site 
work would be limited to rehabilitation 
of grounds to provide pedestrian access 
and ensure access for all people and to 
reclaim areas formerly occupied by de- 
molished features and other alterations. 


All disturbed areas would be replanted 
using vegetation appropriate to the 


The Proposal (Alternative D) 


historic setting. Twentieth century 
intrusions on the historic setting (such 
as parking) would be removed or avoided 
as much as possible. The trees are also 
20th century additions, but because 
they screen the site and separate it 


VISITOR USE 


The visitors would experience much of 
the story through the resources of the 
site. These resources, in conjunction 
with interpretive presentations, would 
help evoke a sense of life in the 19th 
century. The buildings would give a 
glimpse of the life of the Grants at 
White Haven through exhibits and 
building restoration. 


The visitor experience would begin in 
the parking lot adjacent to the site at a 
kiosk giving information on available 
activities. Heavy screening would be 
placed between the parking lot and the 
site to create an experience for visitors 











THE PROPOSAL AND ALTERNATIVES 


of entering the 19th century. Visitors 
would enter the front of the barn and 
be confronted by the vast space of the 
structure, the height of the rafters, and 
the materials of the interior, which 
leave no doubt that this was a barn. 


Visitors may proceed to an information 
desk, through exhibits, and into the 
museum shop and then the theater, where 
they may view an orientation film. Exit- 
ing the barn from the rear, visitors 
would follow a path to wayside exhibits 
that would explain the extent of the 
historic property, the cultural landscape, 
and historic photographic views of the 
house. Following the path further, visi- 
tors may proceed to the house or walk 
around it to view more wayside exhibits 
and the outbuildings. Throughout the 
walking tour visitors would be able to 
imagine the sense of refuge the place 
offered to the Grants. The chicken 
house would be interpreted as a historic 
building that was typical on many 19th 
century farms and may have been part 
of the farm during the time that Grant 
was associated with the property. 


Information and Orientation 


Orientation for onsite programs would 
take place in the expanded barn 
through a variety of interpretive media. 
Further information and souvenirs, 
books, and other materials would be 
made available an onsite museum 
shop operated by the Jefferson National 
Expansion Historical Association. Infor- 
mation about area attractions and other 
Grant-associated properties also would 
be available in the visitor contact area 
and museum. 


and public service, Julia’s influence 
on her husband and his careers, and 


the relationship between the Grants 
and White Haven. The historic struc- 
tures would be the setting through 
which the Grants’ personal lives and 
White Haven experience would be inter- 
preted; other aspects of the story would 
be interpreted through personal contact 
with park rangers, interpretive exhibits, 
audiovisual programs, and formal edu- 
cation programs. The average tour 
would vary depending upon which of 
the programs the visitor chooses. Access 
to the main house would be limited by 
a reservation system. A range of alter- 
nate programs would be available in 
the barn and on the grounds. 


The main house and stone building would 
house exhibits portraying the lives of 
the Dent and Grant extended families and 
other occupants of White Haven, includ- 
ing slaves, tenants, and farm workers. 
Only the first floor would be accessible 
to the public; the remainder of the house 
would be interpreted by other means, 


such as photographs and drawings. 


The barn would be expanded and 
rehabilitated to provide for a full range 
of visitor functions, including a 
museum, a theater, exhibits, a class- 
room, and a museum store. The barn 
would also house the site’s administra- 
tive offices. Maintenance activities 
would be moved to another location to 
limit impact upon visitor experiences. 


Visitors would continue to have access 
to the grounds off the paths unless 
there were safety problems or serious 
degradation to the resources. 


Visitor Services 


The historic barn would be rehabilitated 
to house a visitor contact area and 
museum. It would include a theater for 
viewing audiovisual programs and exhibits 
on various aspects of the Grants’ lives 
and public service and would provide a 
fuller interpretation of the Grants and 
of White Haven than under alternatives 








A, B, or C. Formal education programs 
would be an established part of the 
visitor services program. Brochures in- 
terpreting the various themes would be 
available, as would a variety of sales 
items and reading materials relating to 
the Grants, the Civil War, the presi- 
dency, and White Haven in the context 
of mid-19th century America. The main 
house and stone building would also 
feature interpretive exhibits about the 
Dent and Grant families and their 
White Haven property. Other visitor 
services, such as restrooms, would be 
available in the visitor center. 


Visitor Capacity 


A visitor experience and resource pro- 
tection plan is recommended to manage 
future visitation decisions. The plan 
would also devise a monitoring system 
for visitor satisfaction and resource de- 
gradation. In the interim a reservation 
system would be used to monitor and 
control visitation. 


A joint reservation system with Grant’s 
Farm should be investigated, as it is 
—5* that a majority of visitation at 

the park would come from Grants Farm 
visitors. A joint system would reduce 
visitor frustration. Reservations would 
be required for access to the house 
tours, large groups, and school groups. 
Individuals could be accommodated on a 
first-come basis in the winter. A reser- 
vation system would give the park the 
flexibility to expand or contract the 
number of visitors allowed into the park 
without the ap ce of unduly limit- 
ing visitation. able to turn off the 
flow of visitors by saying the park had 
reached capacity on a particular day or 
time would greatly enhance the park’s 
ability to monitor and the 
impacts on the resources and to provide 
a better visitor j . Constant 
monitoring of the state of the resources 
would be necessary to guide decisions 
about the proper level of visitors. 
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The Proposal (Alternative D) 


The resource protection plan would set 
limits on the optimum number of visitors. 
In the interim, the only fixed limit would 
be the number of visitors allowed on the 
house tours, which is 12 at a time, 3 tours 
per hour, or 240 visitors per day in the 
house. This number could be adjusted 
up or down depending on effects on the 
house and perceptions of visitor crowd- 
ing and levels of satisfaction. 


GENERAL DEVELOPMENT 
Structures and Facilities 


The site’s development and visitor 
intensity would be concentrated in the 
barn area to protect the visual integrity 
of the core area around the main house, 
which is the focal point of the property. 
The barn would be rehabilitated and 
enlarged to accommodate the visitor 
contact area and museum. It would in- 
clude space for exhibits, a theater for 
viewing an orientation film, a class- 
room, and a museum shop. Administra- 
tive and interpretive office space and a 
small park library would also be housed 
in the rehabilitated barn. The temporary 
parking area constructed in 1994 would be 
removed, as would the cottage that cur- 
rently houses the administrative office. 


Maintenance would be located onsite 
under this alternative. A 1,200- to 
1,500-square-foot building, to be con- 
structed in the north corner of the site, 
would be designed to resemble the resi- 
dential homes outside the site to allevi- 
ate possible concerns from area resi- 
dents. It would be heavily screened to 
protect visitors from receiving mixed 
visual images (that is, a 19th century 
house and a 20th century maintenance 
shop). All park maintenance operations 
would originate from this structure. 
Onsite maintenance would provide quick 
responses to emergencies or unplanned 
situations because equipment, tools, and 
employees would be readily available. 











Under this alternative the maintenance 
facility would not be placed in the barn’s 
development zone. Activities associated 
with maintenance would have a negative 
impact on the visitor experience. Noise, 
fumes, and equipment traffic would be a 
distraction to the visitor orientation and 
other visitor services that emphasize the 
historic setting if these activities share 
common space. In an effort to fulfill the 
philosophy of this alternative, maintenance 
should not be in the same building or 
close to the prime visitor contact area. 


Under this alternative an offsite facility 
would not be economically feasible un- 
less it were placed on purchased proper- 
ty directly adjacent to the site. The cost 
of an offsite maintenance operation under 
this alternative would be twice the 
amount estimated for an onsite opera- 
tion. The amount spent on rent after 
four years would equal the construction 
costs of an onsite facility. Additional 
expenses for transporting equipment and 
materials would also be incurred under 
the offsite program. Two new trucks 
and trails would have to be purchased 
to operate effectively. The trucks would 
need to be replaced on a recurring seven- 
to ten-year basis. These costs would not 
exist with an onsite operation. 
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Onsite parking is not considered a 


the proposed adjacent offsite lot. It is 
less likely that visitors would travel to 
a parking area even farther away to 
board a shuttle (probably paying a fee) 
to return to the area. 


Paved accessible walkways would be 
constructed so as to blend with the his- 
toric setting. Pedestrian traffic would 
originate from the visitor contact area 
of the barn along hard-surfaced trails 








suppression, heating, 
tion, air conditioning (HVAC), electrical, 
water, sewer, and communications. The 
systems in the main house would be de- 
signed and installed so that, whenever 
possible, they would not be 20th cen- 
tury disti actions to the 19th century 
atmosphere. The barn would receive all 
new systems to support visitor services 
and administration needs. Whenever 
possible modern utility systems would 
be placed underground to reduce visual 
intrusions on the historic settings. 


Removals 


Several modern features and structures 
would be removed from the historic 
zone to restore the historic setting to 
the extent possible and practical. The 
existing gravel parking lot would be 
removed, and arrangements would be 
made for offsite (but adjacent) parking. 


MANAGEMENT 


Park Operations 


The site would continue to function as 
a separate unit of the national park 





The Proposal (Alternative D) 


system. The site would require an ex- 
panded maintenance and ranger staff 
because of increased interpretation op- 
portunities. The administrative function 
would be in the rehabilitated barn. The 
maintenance operation would remain 
onsite; a small low-key maintenance 
facility would be constructed onsite to 
blend with the residential neighborhood. 


Zoning 


Most of the site would be zoned as a 
historic zone, with a restoration subzone 
in the area immediately surrounding 
the main house and stone building and 
a rehabilitation subzone surrounding 
the barn. All nonessential modern in- 
trusions would be removed. There would 
be a small development zone to accom- 
modate maintenance activities in the 
northern corner of the site. (See The 
Proposal: Alternative D Site Plan.) 


Boundary Adjustments 


Boundary adjustments would be required 
if property became available directly 
adjacent to the site for use as a main- 
tenance facility. If any boundary adjust- 
ments greater than 5% of the existing 
size of the national historic site are 
necessary, the boundary change would 
require legislative approval. 


PLAN IMPLEMENTATION 


Agreements allowing offsite, adjacent 
parking would be required. A larger 

staff would be needed; this alternative 
would require approximately 22 full-time 
equivalencies (FTEs)* (minimal staffing 
level) to 27 FTEs. Methods of managing 
visitation, including a reservation sys- 
tem, would be necessary. An agreement 


with Grant’s Farm for information and 
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10. Based on 3 tours per hour, 12 people per tour, 8 hours per day. 








The Proposal (Alternative D) 


TABLE 1: DEVELOPMENT AND STAFFING Costs — THE PROPOSAL (ALTERNATIVE D) 





Estimated treatment cost of the five historic structures $5,200,000 
Addition of theater to barn 528,000 
Design, fabrication, and installation of interpretive exhibits in 
edapted barn (visitor center and museum) 1,200,000 
Develop and produce audiovisual program (film) for visitor orientation 195,000 
Archeological testing and evaluation associated with construction 120,000 
Sidewalks, access ramps, etc. 100,000 
Construction of maintenance building 270,000 
Demolition of modern features 12,000 
Perimeter fence 106,000 
Site reclamation and landscaping 75,000 
report 
ae — 2* 
Starrinc Costs r 
FTE Salary Benefits Total 
Superintendent (GS-13) 1 $49,401 40.00% $69,197 
Admin. manager (GS-9) 1 28,648 40.00% 40,107 
Admin. assistant (GS-6) 1 21,076 40.00% 29,506 
Admin. assistant (GS-5) 1 18,907 40.00% 26,470 
Maintenance 
Chief (GS-9/11) i 34,662 40.00% $48,527 
Maint. mechanic (WG-9) 1 28,968 40.00% 40,555 
Maintenance worker (WG-5) 1 24,105 40.00% 33,747 
Tractor operator (WG-5) 1 24,105 40.00% 33,747 
Laborer (WG-3) 3 20,265 40.00% 85,112 
Seasonal! laborer (WG-3) 0.76 20.265 07.65% 16,579 
Resource Education 
Chief (GS-11) 1 34,662 40.00% $48,527 
Resource educator (GS-9) 5.2 28,648 40.00% 208,557 
Historian (GS-9) 1 28,648 40.00% 40,107 
Education specialist (GS-9) 1 28,648 40.00% 40,107 
Seasonal park guide (GS-5) 0.65 18,907 07.65% 13,230 
Resource education and GS-9 
protection ( ) 28,648 40.00% 
=) — 
(GS-5) 0.32 18,907 07.65% $6,513 
Resource educator (GS-9) 1 28,648 40.00% 40,107 
Education assistant (GS-9) 1 28,648 40.00% 40,107 
Seasonal park guide (GS-5) 0.92 18,907 07.65% 18,725 
Seasonal laborer (WG-3) 0.38 20,265 07.65% 8,290 
pong ue (WG-5) 1 24,105 40.00% 33,747 
20,265 40.00% 
Total Optimum FTEs 27.23 $900,007 
MISCELLANEOUS OPERATIONS COSTS 
Utilities, materials, leased parking facility, travei, training $200,000 








) “Cont staff were based on 1904 pay scale numbers. 
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THE PROPOSAL AND ALTERNATIVES 


In the interim before completion of the 
visitor experience and resource protec- 
tion study, a simple study could be con- 
ducted by park staff using methods such 
as visitor satisfaction surveys, simulated 
crowd scenes, a questionnaire, and struc- 
tural determinations of maximum loads. 


Visitor Experience and 
Resource Protection Study 


The Park Service is currently develop- 
ing a visitor experience and resource 
bygone” analysis process for address- 

ing carrying capacity based on the 
United States National Forest Service’s 
limits of acceptable change system, the 
National Parks and Conservation Associ- 
ation’s visitor i management frame- 
work, and the Park Service's management 
policies. Under the process, carrying 
capacity is defined as the type and level 
of visitor use that can be accommodated 
while sustaining the desired resource 
and social conditions that complement 
the purposes of the park units and 
their management objectives. 


This plan proposes conducting a visitor 
experience and resource protection 
study. Carrying capacity would be inte- 
grated into visitor use planning and 
management through a series of steps. 
Management zones and desired resource 
and social conditions are identified 
briefly for all areas of the park. 
Management strategies are devised to 
achieve the desired conditions. Key 
impact indicators are then identified for 


each zone and used to measure whether 
the desired conditions are being met. 
Next, existing conditions are analyzed 
with respect to desired conditions, and 
probable causes of discrepancies are 
identified. Based on this analysis, 
management strategies are refined. A 
program of continuous monitoring and 
evaluation is then implemented. 


The Park Service is just beginning to 
test the visitor experience and resource 
protection process. Implementation of 
an approved carrying capacity method- 
ology is several years away. However, 
this general management plan provides 
a basis for beginning to address the 
park’s carrying capacity. The plan 
identifies general management goals, 
management zones, and management 
strategies and identifies an interim 
maximum number of visitors. Specific 
desired conditions and key impact indi- 
cators still must be identified, and 
desired conditions should be compared 
with existing conditions. Adopting this 
approach to carrying capacity would also 
require the park to establish monitoring 
and evaluation procedures to ensure 
that acceptable resource and social con- 
ditions are achieved and maintained. 


Cultural Landscape Report 


The cultural landscape report provides a 
physical history and site analysis, some 
treatment and development alternatives, 
and documentation to implement the 
selected treatment. 
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OTHER ALTERNATIVES CONSIDEE 





for an in-depth interpretatioyn of the 


entire story and career of the Grants. 


This alternative would restore the core 


area of the site to its historic 19th 
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Alternative C 


alternative would involve more personal 
contact than alternative B. It would be 
more responsive to the resources manage- 
ment and interpretive mission as stated 
in the site’s enabling legislation than 

alternatives A or B (but less than D or E). 


This alternative and alternatives D and 
E call for management of the site as a 
separate unit of the national park 
system. 


Alternative E 


other theme-related sites and institu- 
tions to reach a national (or interna- 
tional) audience. 
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as a separate unit of the national park 











information about area attractions and 
other Grant-associated properties would 
be made available upon request. 


S. and Julia Dent Grant and 
their association with White Haven. 
Park Service preservation and 
ment activities would also be 
to the public because of the visibil- 
ity of ongoing research and ization 
activities. Offsite 


program. Interpretation of other 
themes identified as appropriate to the 
site would continue to be inadequate. 
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Pian Implementation Estimated Costs 
activities would The cost of stabilization and develop- 











Utilities, supplies, materials, leased parking facility, travel, training $150,000 
TOTAL ESTIMATED COSTS 

Minimum Staffing Option Staffing Option 

Stabilization and Development Costs $2,010,000 $2,010,000 

Staffing Costs 611,745 596,472 
Miscellaneous Operating Costs 








Cost estimates for staff were based on 1994 pay scale numbers. 
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Alternative A:house treatment - front view main house 
(preserve interior/exterior) 
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Alternative A: barn treatment - southeast and northwest elevation 
(preserve and stabilize exterior, rehabilitate interior) 
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As in alternative A the historic struc- 
tures would be preserved in their cur- 
rent configurations. The Park Service 
anticipates that the modern appearance 
of the structures would limit the visi- 
tors’ ability to appreciate their associa- 
tion with the Grants. Because the ap- 
pearance of the site would not change, 
and because of the lack of personal 
guided tours, visitors may have more 
difficulty appreciating White Haven’s 
association with Ulysses S. and Julia 
Dent Grant, and interpretation may be 
disrupted by the presence of numerous 
and highly visible 20th century altera- 
tions and intrusions. Visitors would 
have to visualize the differences 
between the Grants’ White Haven prop- 
erty and the property as it stands 
today, altered by subsequent owners 


As in alternative A visitors worms on 
tinue to have access to the grounds 


is on 
guided tours, interpretive wayside ex 
hibits would be placed on the grounds. 


Visitor Services. Visitor services and 

—28 support facilities located in 
historic barn would include slightly 

—2*8 restroom facilities. There 


management, and storage would be 
handled by the curatorial staff at the 
Jefferson National Expansion Memorial. 


As in alternative A, activities a 

ate tm the bistaris setting would be par 
mitted unless they threatened park 
resources or visitors. The presence of a 
park ranger and maintenance worker 
would uate protection at 
the site only if tional staff are 


available at the Jefferson National 
Memorial to assess the situa- 


Expansion 
tion, develop options, and implement a 


solution. The site’s park ranger would 
need to consult staff at the Jefferson 
Nationa! Expansion Memorial on complex 
visitor and resource protection situa- 
such consultation. 


potential for intentional or unintentional 
visitor depredation of resources is high. 


Access to facilities would be restricted, 


General Development 
Structures and Facilities. The site 
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PRESERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT 
Retimated cost of preservation of the five histor structures $4,849,000 
Design, fabrication, and installation of interpretive exhibits in 











— 
Cost estimates for staff were based on 1904 pay scale aumbers 
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Alternative B: house treatment - front view main house 
(preserve interior, rehabilitate exterior) 
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Alternative B: barn treatment - southeast and northwest elevation 
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ence would be focused on the historic 
resources used to tell the story of the 
Grants and their relationship with 
White Haven. The historic structures in 


would be restored to their 19th century 


appearance. The barn would be rehabili- 


tated and would continue to house the 
site’s visitor services function. The main 
house would be presented to look as it 
did during the historic period. The barn 
would be interpreted as a feature of the 
historic farm. The landscape would be 
rehabilitated to include sidewalks and 
ramps accessible to all visitors. Signifi- 
cant features of the landscape would be 
restored if possible, and 20th century 
alterations (including vegetation and 
modern structures) would be removed. 
The site would function as a separate 
and independent unit of the national 


park system. 


All of the interpretive themes would be 
presented, with an emphasis on the 
Grants’ early years together and how 
White Haven provided a sense of place 
for the Grants. Julia’s partnership with 
her husband would be an important 
theme presented under this alternative. 


Resource Treatment 


Under alternative C, as in the proposal, 
the historic structures in the core area 
would be restored and used to help re- 
create the ambiance of the 19th century 





13. NPS Management Policies dictate that furnishings be used only w 


their historic 
because 


and placement. Furnishing White Haven's historic rooms is 
are unavailable, and documentary evidence consulted so far does not 


interpretive presentations, would help 
evoke a sense of life in the 19th century. 
Historic structures would be modified 80 


The grounds would be restored as much 
as possible to the appearance they had 
during the historic period. Visual intru- 
sions on the historic setting would be 
kept to a minimum. To maintain the 
historic setting there would be no signs 
within the site. Visual intrusions from 
the surrounding development would be 
screened with perimeter vegetation. Site 
work would be limited to rehabilitation 
of the grounds to provide pedestrian 
access, ensure access for people with 
disabilities, and reclaim areas formerly 
occupied by structures and other altera- 
tions. All disturbed areas would be 
replanted using plants appropriate to 
the historic setting. 


it is possible to re-create 


furnishings 
indicate the nature of furnishings and their placement in the main house. Indeed, even the historical 
uses of some rooms are unknown. 





THE PROPOSAL AND ALTERNATIVES 
Visitor Use 


Information and Orientation. Orien- 
tation for onsite programs would continue 
to take place in the small adapted space 
in the barn. Books and other materials 
for further information would be made 
available through an onsite museum shop 
operated by the Jefferson National Expan- 
sion Historical Association. Limited 
information about area attractions and 
other Grant-associated properties would 
be made available upon request. 


Interpretation and Visitor Experi- 
ence. Interpretive programs would 
emphasize the Grants’ daily lives at 
White Haven and the family relation- 
ships that were so important to Grant’s 
careers and character. The story would 
be fundamentally tied to the physical 
resources at the site. Other aspects of 
the story mandated in the site’s 
enabling legislation (Public Law 101- 
106) would not be fully covered. The 
resources would be the primary inter- 
pretive medium; only a limited amount 
of interpretive media such as exhibits 
and brochures would be available. 


The primary visitor experience would be 
the main house tour; access would be 
by reservation only. Personal contact 
and a 19th century experience would be 
key features of the visitor experience 
under this alternative. Every attempt 
would be made to provide a re-creation 
of life at White Haven in the mid-19th 
century. Visual and audible intrusions 
not in keeping with that objective would 
be reduced or eliminated. The average 
tour would take approximately one and 
one-half hours. The site would be acces- 
sible to people with disabilities while 
minimizing impact on the historic setting. 


A small visitor contact area would con- 
tinue to occupy a space in the historic 
barn. The area would provide essential 
visitor services such as restrooms, first 
aid, sales items, and interpretive exhibits. 


62 


Visitor Services. Visitors would con- 
tinue to have access to the grounds 
unless there were safety problems or 
severe resource damage from such use. 
In keeping with the historic setting 
there would be no interpretive wayside 
exhibits on the grounds. All features 
not appropriate to the historic setting 
would be removed except for perimeter 
plantings needed to screen the sights 
and sounds of adjacent development. 


Visitor Capacity. Visitor use of the 
park would be limited by the site’s 
physical facilities and a reservation 
system. The Park Service would 
attempt to limit the number of onsite 
visitors to protect the resources. The 
carrying capacity would be greater than 
under alternative A and less than 
under alternatives B, D (the proposal), 
and E. Resources would be monitored to 
detect negative impacts on the site. If 
visitor use created unacceptable dete- 
rioration of structural fabric, develop- 
ment of social trails, or other negative 
impacts on the grounds, use would be 
adjusted to protect the resources. 








General Development 


Structures and Facilities. There 
would be no additional physical develop- 
ment under this alternative. Modern 
intrusions would be eliminated. To — 


would be moved to a nearby offsite 
location. There would be a small onsite 
ular access to the site would be prohib- 
ited except for emergency fire and 
rescue vehicles that would be offsite 
(although preferably adjacent to the 
site). The visitor contact area in the 
barn would be retained. The temporary 
parking area and all 20th century 
features not essential for protection of 
life or property would be removed. Rest- 
rooms would be available in the barn. 


Equipment, tools, and employees would 
be transported to the onsite staging 
area each day as needed. Employees 
would report to the offsite facility each 
morning and receive their instructions 
for the day. The small onsite staging 
area would hold some materials and 
supplies. This area would be kept very 
small so as not to detract from overall 
site aesthetics, and larger equipment 
would be stored offsite. Response time 
for specific situations, therefore, would 
be lengthened. The farther the mainte- 
nance facility is from the site, the 
longer it would take to resolve emergen- 
cy or unplanned situations. Additional 
equipment such as a truck and trailer 
would have to be purchased to trans- 
port mowers and tractors. A separate 
truck with a tool storage box would be 
necessary for building maintenance. 
Considering transport time, costs, and 
response time, the overall effectiveness 
of the maintenance function would be 
inefficient; however, the historic scene 


would be protected. 


Access, Circulation, and Parking. To 
reduce intrusions on the historic setting 
the existing parking lot would be removed, 
and parking would be at an offsite, 


Other Alternatives Considered 


preferably adjacent, location (see Alter- 
native C Site Plan). Vehicular access 


onsite would be prohibited except for 
emergency vehicles. Access would be 


provided from Grant Road. 


If a parking area could not be developed 
adjacent to the site (on the railroad 
right-of-way), a parking area with 
shuttle service to the site and an onsite 
dropoff area would be necessary. Addi- 
tional funding and full-time equivalent 
staff would be . Issues that 
would need to be resolved include 
parking location, development of a 
staging area, vehicle operation (contract 
or Park Service), vehicle ownership and 
maintenance, and costs (to the visitor 
and the Park Service). 


Nearby parking would still need to be 
available for visitors with disabilities if 
the disabilities or other circumstances 
precluded them from riding on the 
provided transportation. The costs of 
operating or contracting for the shuttle 
service would probably be greater than 
$100,000 per year, based on costs at 
other sites in the system. There also 
would be costs for the development and 
use of a staging and parking area. All 
of these costs would depend on the 
availability of an appropriate site and 
its distance from the park. It probably 
would be difficult to persuade visitors to 
move their cars from Grant’s Farm to 
the proposed adjacent offsite lot. It is 
less likely that visitors would travel to 
a parking area even farther away to 
board a shuttle (and probably pay a fee) 
to return to the area. 


Under alternative C, paved walkways 
would be constructed so as to blend 
with the historic setting. Pedestrian 
traffic would originate from the visitor 
contact area of the barn by hard- 
surfaced trails constructed to visually 
resemble historic pathways. The walk- 
ways would follow the historic trace from 
the barn to the front of the main house. 
Walkways not following historic paths 
would be constructed of a different, 





Park Operations. As in the proposal, 


Maintenance operations would move to 
a nearby offsite location, and a staging 
area would be established to reduce 
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Plan Implementation 


Offsite adjacent parking and offsite 
location of administration and mainte- 
nance functions would be required under 
this alternative. A cultural landscape 
report would be required to guide the 
treatment of the grounds. This alterna- 
tive also would require increased staff: 


The restoration treatment alternative 
recommended by the historic structures 
report would be implemented. Interpre- 


tive programming would be developed 
following the recommendations of the 


long-range interpretative plan. 








Other Alternatives Considered 


Estimated Costs duration of the projects only. (See table 4.) 
Operating costs would be relatively 

The costs of restoration and offsite devel- moderate to high; these costs would be 

opment would be relatively high; offsite ing and would be adjusted period- 

development costs would last for the ically to reflect changing circumstances 
TABLE 4: DEVELOPMENT AND StaFFiING CosTs — ALTERNATIVE C 

RESTORATION AND DEVELOPMENT CosTs 
Estimated cost of restoration of the five historic structures $5,200,000 
Archeological testing and evaluation associated with construction 120,000 
Sidewalks, access ramps, etc. 100,000 
Construction of maintenance building 270,000 
Demolition of modern features 12,000 
Perimeter fence 108,000 
Site reclamation and landscaping 

Total arte 

STAFFING CosTs : 

Meme Salling FTE Selary Ber-efits Total 
Superintendent (GS-13) 1 $49,401 40.00% $69,161 
Admin. manager (GS-9) 1 28,648 40.00% 40,107 
Admin assistant (GS-6) 1 21,076 40.00% 29,506 
Admin. assistant (GS-5) 1 18,907 40.00% 26,470 

Maintenance 
Chief (GS-9/11) i 34,662 40.00% $48,527 
Maint. mechanic (WG-9) 1 28,968 40.00% 40,555 
Maintenance worker (WG-5) 1 24,105 40.00% 33,747 
Tractor (WG-5) 1 24,105 40.00% 33,747 
Laborer (WG-3) 3 20,265 40.00% 85,112 
Seasonal laborer (WG-3) 0.76 20,265 07.65% 16,579 

Resource Education 
Chief (GS-11) 1 34,662 40.00% $48,527 
Resource educator (GS-9) 5.2 28,648 40.00% 208,557 
Historian (GS-9) 1 28,648 40.00% 40,107 
Seasonal park guide (GS-5) 0.65 18,907 07.65% 18,230 
Resource education 

and (GS-9) 28,648 40.00% 

Optien'’”. (Additional Employees) 
oe (GS-5) 0.32 18,907 07.65% $ 6,513 
Se.sonal park guide (GS-5) 0.64 18,907 07.65% 13,026 

specialist (GS-3) 1 28,648 40.00% 40,107 

Seasonal laborer (WG-3) 0.38 20,265 07.65% 8,290 

 preneeg = (WG-5) 1 —* 40.00% 33,747 
l 40.00% 

Total Additional PTEs 4 —M 

Total Optimum FTEs 36 $904,083 

MISCELLANBOUS OPERATIONS CosTs 

Utilities, supplies, materials, leased parking facility, travel, training, etc. $200,000 
Maximum Staffing Option 
$7,855,000 
990,007 








“Cost estimates for staff were based on 1994 pay scale numbers. 
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Alternative C: house treatment - west elevation 
(restore exterior main house and stone building) 


See BARYATION 
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Aiternative C: barn treatment - southeast and northwest elevation 
(preserve exterior, rehabilitate interior) 
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THE PROPOSAL AND ALTERNATIVES 


ALTERNATIVE E: 
THE GRANT CENTER 


General Description 


Under this alternative the Park Service 
would provide the most information to 


the largest possible audience using the 
widest variety of interpretive methods. 


sidewalks and ramps, making the site 
accessible to all visitors. 


The interpretive program would be an 
extensive overview of the full story of 
the Grants, their lives, and careers. 
Educational objectives would take prece- 
dence over resource protection. An ex- 
panded, highly specialized staff would 
operate the site. The site would con- 
tinue to function as a separate and 
independent unit of the national park 
system. 


Resource Treatment 


The Park Service would preserve and 
protect the cultural resources of the 
site. Exteriors of the structures would 
be restored to their historic : 
interiors would be rehabilitated to ac- 
commodate modern functions. There 
would be some loss of historic fabric, 
but the overall integrity of the cultural 
resources would be retained. 


Historic Structures. Under this alter- 
native, the exterior of the main house, 
barn, and outbuildings would be 
restored. The interior of all three floors 
in the house would be rehabilitated and 
used. Modifications would include inter- 
pretive exhibits and cther visitor pro- 
grams, a small staff restroom and office 
space, and an elevator. The interior of 
the stone building would be rehabili- 
tated to house interpretive exhibits or 
for other visitor service needs. The 
chicken house and icehouse would be 
used to create the ambience of the 19th 
century farm. Interiors could be rehabil- 
itated for adaptive use if visitor needs 
demanded such use. The interior of the 
barn would be rehabilitated for visitor 
services and enlarged by adding wings. 
The barn would contain restroom facili- 
ties, a museum shop, and a theater. 


Cultural Landscape. The grounds 
would be rehabilitated to accommodate 
a full range of visitor uses, and the core 
area would be restored to its 19th century 
Drag a if information becomes avail- 

e. Wayside exhibits at various loca- 
tions along the pedestrian path would 
help visitors appreciate the site’s re- 
sources and interpretive themes. Design 
would keep wayside exhibits minimally 
intrusive on the historic setting. Site 
work would be limited to rehabilitation 
of the grounds to provide trian 
access, ensure access for all visitors, 
and reclaim areas formerly occupied by 
structures and other alterations. All 
disturbed areas would be replanted 
using plants appropriate to the historic 
setting. 


Visitor Use 


Information and Orientation. Visita- 
tion levels would be highest under this 
alternative. If nearby parking is inade- 
uate, parking may be located some 
from the site; a shuttle may be 
required. If a shuttle is used to trans- 
port visitors from offsite parking, the 
trip could include visitor orientation; 








otherwise visitors would be oriented in 
the expanded visitor contact area (barn). 
Visitors would be presented with a menu 
of possible themes and experiences from 
which to choose. A wide variety of inter- 
would be used. Further information, 
books, and other materials would be 
available through an extensive onsite 
museum store operated by the Jefferson 
National Expansion Historical Associa- 
tion. The visitor center would feature 
prominently displayed information about 
other Grant-associated properties. 


Interpretation and Visitor Experi- 
ence. Interpretive programs would 
cover all aspects of Ulysses S. Grant’s 
life and public service and Julia Dent 
Grant’s partnership with her husband 
in the context of mid-19th century 
Amevica. Using onsite programs and 
extensive networking with other institu- 
tions, the site would seek to provide 
in-depth coverage of all interpretive 
themes, including providing a setting in 
which to inform the public about vari- 
ous aspects of the Grant family and 
their White Haven experience. 


The site’s interpretive program would 
feature exhibits, audiovisual programs, 
formal educational programs, ranger 
contacts, and cooperative ventures with 
other historical and educational institu- 
tions. Visitor experience would vary 
depending on the program chosen. 
Because of the variety of offerings avail- 
able, lengthy and repeated visitation 
would be encouraged. Visitors would 
continue to have full access to the 
grounds, which would contain interpre- 
tive wayside exhibits. 


Visitor Services. The historic barn 
would be rehabilitated and enlarged to 
house a visitor education center. It 
would include a theater, exhibits, and 
other educational services; of all the 
alternatives, this one would offer the 
fullest interpretation of the Grants and 
White Haven. Formal educational pro- 

grams would be established as part t of the 
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Other Alternatives Considered 


visitor services programs. Brochures for 
the interpretive themes would be avail- 
able, as would a variety of sales items 
and reading materials relating to the 
Grants, the Civil War, the presidency, 
White Haven, and 19th century America. 
Other visitor services such as restrooms 
would be available in the visitor center. 


Visitor Capacity. Under this alterna- 
tive all three floors of the main house 
would be available for interpretive use 
and space would be maximized in the 
other historic structures. New develop- 
ment onsite would greatly increase the 
site’s carrying capacity. Under this alter- 
native shuttle service could be provided 
to and from offsite parking if necessary. 
Strong networking with other historical 
and educational institutions could reach 
a widely varied and international audi- 
ence. For these reasons this alternative 
would have the greatest number of visi- 
tors and also the greatest potential for 
crowding and increased noise. 





General Grant. 


The site would undergo a higher level 
of resource depredation to accommodate 
the interpretive mission. Site staff, 
therefore, would monitor all historic 








THE PROPOSAL AND ALTERNATIVES 


resources accessible to the public to 
detect damage. Visitor use could result 
in an unacceptable level of deterioration 
of structural fabric or the development 
of social trails or other negative impacts 
on the grounds. Visitor use could be 
adjusted, as necessary, to protect the 
resources. 


General Development 


Structures and Facilities. Physical 
development would be accomplished as 
needed to make optimum use of avail- 
able space. Development would be of a 
size and scale appropriate to the resi- 
dential neighborhood and the historic 
setting in the core area. New develop- 
ment would occur only if existing his- 
toric structures could not provide enough 
space. Existing facilities would be retained 
or expanded as appropriate. The inte- 
rior of the barn would be rehabilitated 
and enlarged to accommodate the visitor 
education center and would include space 
for permanent and temporary exhibits 
relating to the full range of interpretive 
themes, a theater for viewing an orien- 
tation film, a classroom, and an exten- 
sive museum shop. Existing facilities 
would be removed as appropriate. 


Access, Circulation, and Parking. 


Visitors would continue to enter the site 
from Grant Road. Some onsite parking 
would be provided if space is available; 
additional parking at an adjacent or 
nearby location also would be required. 
If parking cannot be developed adjacent 
to the site (on the railroad right-of- 
way), a parking area with shuttle ser- 
vice to the site would be necessary. Ad- 
ditional funding and full-time equivalent 
staff would be necessary. Issues that 
would need to be resolved include park- 
ing location, development of a staging 
area, vehicle operation (contract or Park 
Service), vehicle ownership and main- 
tenance, and costs (to the visitor and to 
the Park Service). 
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Nearby parking would still need to be 
available for visitors with disabilities if 
their disability or other circumstances 
precluded them from riding on the 
provided transportation. The costs of 
operating or contracting for the shuttle 
service would probably be greater than 
$100,000 per year, based on other sites 
in the system that use such services. 
There also would be costs related to 
development and use of a staging and 
parking area. All of these costs wou!d 
depend on the availability of an appro- 
priate site and its distance from the 
park. It probably would be difficult to 
persuade visitors to move their cars 
from Grant’s Farm to the proposed ad- 
jacent offsite lot. It is less likely that 
visitors would travel to a parking area 
even farther away to board a shuttle 
(and probably pay a fee) to return to 
the area. 


Vehicular and pedestrian traffic flow 
would be developed so as to provide for 
safe and efficient movement of visitors 
throughout the park. Paved walkways 
would be constructed so as to blend with 
the historic setting. Pedestrian traffic 
would originate from the visitor contact 
area of the barn by hard-surfaced trails 
constructed to visually resemble historic 
pathways. The walkways would follow 
the historic trace from the barn to the 
front of the main house. Walkways not 
following historic paths would be 
constructed of a different, nonintrusive 
material. People with disabilities would 
have access to all historic structures; 
access would be constructed so as to be 
as unobtrusive as possible. 


Utilities. Visitor facilities would be 
heated and air conditioned to ensure 
visitor comfort. All overhead utility 
lines in the park would be removed to 
reduce their visual impact. New under- 
ground power and telephone lines would 
be installed to serve all facilities as 
needed. All existing site utilities would 
be removed and replaced with expanded 
systems capable of supporting current 
and anticipated demands. The complexity 








of alternative E would require that util- 
ity systems be adaptable and expand- 
able to meet unusually high visitor 
services and operational needs. 


Removals. Several modern features 
and structures would be removed from 
the historic site to restore the exteriors 
of historic structures and the core area 
of the grounds. Other facilities would be 
removed as necessary. 


Management 


Park Operations. The site would 
continue to function as a separate unit 
of the national park system. Site opera- 
tions would require a greatly expanded 
maintenance and ranger staff and addi- 
tional specialists to meet the interpre- 
tive objectives of this alternative. Exten- 
sive public outreach programs would be 
featured under this alternative. To 
make the maximum amount of space 
available for visitor services, the 
administrative and maintenance func- 
tions could be moved to another location 
either onsite or offsite. 


poppe maven Zoning. The land use 
and management pattern within the 


park would be altered under this alter- 
native. The area surrounding the main 
house and stone building would be 
designated as a restoration zone; the 
remainder of the site would be a devel- 
opment and rehabilitation zone. 


Boundary Adjustments. The Park 
Service’s need to construct a new main- 
tenance facility or an administrative 
office or both could be met by locating 
the function in an existing structure on 
neighboring land. Availability of adjacent 


Other Alternatives Considered 


properties should therefore be carefully 
considered under this alternative. Care 
should be taken to ensure as little dis- 
ruption as possible to the residential 

neighborhood. Boundary adjustments of 
greater than 5% of the existing size of 
the national historic site would require 


legislative approval. 


Plan Implementation 


Maintenance and administration facili- 
ties would be needed. Construction of 
an onsite parking lot could be required. 
An offsite location, possibly with a shut- 
tle system for parking, would be needed 
because of high visitation. Cooperative 
agreements would be needed for these 
facilities. A significantly expanded staff 
would be required. Under this alterna- 
tive there would be approximately 33 
(minimal staffing level) to 39 full-time 
equivalent staff. The Park Service 
would work closely with adjacent land- 
owners to reduce the threat of flooding. 
The rehabilitation treatment alternative 
recommended by the historic structures 
report would be implemented. In 

tive programming would be developed 
following the recommendations of the 


long-range interpretive plan. 


Estimated Costs 


The costs of rehabilitation and 
development would be relatively high; 
development costs would last for the 
duration of the projects only. Operating 
costs would be relatively high; these 
costs would be recurring and would be 
adjusted periodically to reflect changing 
circumstances. 








Development and production of audiovisual program (film) for visitor orientati_a 
Archeological testing and evaluation associated with construction 


Starrinc Costs ‘ 

SE = Ue — * 
Superintendent (GS-13) 1 $49,401 40.00% $69,191 
Admin manager (GS-9) 1 28,648 40.00% 40,107 
Admin. assistant (GS-6) i 21,076 40.00% 29,506 
Admin. assistant (GS-5) 2 18,907 40.00% 52,940 

Maintenance 
Chief (GS-9/11) 1 34,662 40.00% $48,527 
Maint. mechanic (WG-9) 1 28,968 40.00% 40,555 
Maintenance worker (WG-5) 2 24,105 40.00% 67,494 
Tractor operator (WG-5) 1 24,105 40.00% 33,747 
Laborer (WG-3) 4 20,265 40.00% 113,483 
Seasonal laborer (WG-3) 0.76 20,265 07.65% 16,579 

Resource Education 
Chief (GS-11) 1 41,543 40.00% $55,160 
Resource educator (GS-9) 5.2 28,648 40.00% 340,911 
Historian (GS-9) 1 34,662 40.00% 48,527 
Education specialist (GS-9) 1 34,662 40.00% 48,527 
Education assistant (GS-9) 1 28 648 40.00% 40,107 
Curatorflibrarian (GS-7) 1 23,419 40.00% 25,211 
Seasonal park guide (GS-5) 3 18,907 07.65% 61,060 

Resource Protection 
Resource education and protection (GS-9) 28,648 40.00% a 

Tota! Minimum FTEs 
=) --“\ — 
(GS-5) 0.65 28,648 07.65% $20,046 
Resource educator (GS-9) 2 28,648 40.00% 80,214 
Education assistant (GS-9) 1 28,648 40.00% 40,107 
Seasonal] park guide (GS-5) 16 18,907 07.65% 32,565 
Seasonal laborer (WG-3) 0.76 20,265 07.65% 16,361 
Maintenance worker (WG-5) 0 24,106 40.00% 0 
Laborer (WG-3) 20,265 40.00% 
Total Additional FTEs r X 
Total Optimum FTEs 39 $1,404,110 

MISCELLANEOUS OPERATIONS CosTSs 

Utilities, supplies, materials, leased parking (acility, travel, training, shuttle operation, etc. $300,000 

Maximum Staffing Option 
$8,890,000 

1,404,110 

200,000 

$10,504,110 








“Cost estimates for staff were based on 1994 pay scale numbers. 
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Alternative E: house treatment - front view, main house 
(restore exterior, rehabilitate interior - main house and stone building) 
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TABLE 6: COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES 
























































The Proposal Alternative A Alternasive B Alternative C Alternative E 
Alternative D 
Philosophy | An experience of White Haven as a Research and Preservation; meet life and An experience of White Haven as Most information; most prople:; most 
historic farm: focus an Grant's life and preservation safety codes a historic farm; focus on early interpretive methods; in-depth focus 
career and relationship to White Haven years at White Haven on Grant's entire life; national 
interpretive net work 
House | Restore interior and exterior Preserve interior and Preserve interior, rehabili.~te Restore interior and exterior Rehabilitate interior, restore exterior 
exterior exterior 
interior plus replace wings, dormers, interior, rehabilitate | rehabilitate interior interior dormers, rehabilitate interior 
and add theater exterior 
Grounds Restore “core area” if possible Maintain Maintain, plus rehabilitate for Restore all if possible Restore core area if possible 
A access 
Remove 20th century intrusions** = Remove 20th century Development permitted elsewhere on 
i ; the site 
wath intrusions** 

Teurs | 20-minute house tours plus House and grounds House and grounds self-guided House tours by reservation: No reservations, all facilites open, 
additional visitor activities in the tours tours grounds open to public wide menu of activites including 
barn, reservations required Ne : . tours 

Numberof | Greater than A,B, & C, less than E Very limited Slightly more than A, possibly Greater than A, less than D & E, Largest visitation. Unknown number 
Visitors less than C possibly less than B limited only by resource protection 
Interpretive | Same as C, plus the broader story of Grants and White Same as A, more focused on the | The early years: the Grants at The entire story of the Grants, their 
Em phasis the Grants, their life at White Haven, Haven, visual Grants because of reduced White Haven farm. Experience of lives, and careers. Net working with 
Administration | Onsite, more staff than C Onsite, current staff Onsite, minimal staff, managed Offsite, additional staff Onsite, highest staff requirements, 
by Jefferson National specialized disciplines 
Expansion Memorial (JEFF) 
Maintenance Onsite; new building Onsite Managed by JEFF: onsite Offsite; staging area only onsite On- or offsite 
facility 
Interpretation | Onsite; increased staff Onsite; current staff Performed by JEFF; one park Onsite; increased staff Onsite, highest staff: wide variety of 
ranger onsite educationa] media 








*Barn is used for orientation under alternatives 


**Cottage would be removed. 
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A, B, C, and D. Orientation could be offsite under alternative E. 
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TABLE 7: ESTIMATED Cost COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES 





























Zz Alternative C ; 
The Proposal Alternative A Alternative B Domestic Life Alternative E 
Alternative D No Action Minimum Requirements at White Haven The Grant Center é 
Mini Ont Mini Ovti Mini Ovti Mini Deti Mini Opti g 
Staffing Costs $814,147 $990,007 $511,745 | $598,472 $210,810 $259,684 $774,040 | $904,093 | $1,214816 | $1404110| 2 
Restoration, 7,855,000 7,855,000 ° . ° ° 5,777,000 5,777,000 8,890,000 8,890,000 Z 
Development > 
Stabilization, . . 2,010,000 2,010,000 . ° . ° ° e : 
Development 
Preservation, . . . . 6,369,000 6,369,000 e ° ° ° 
Development 
Miscellaneous 200,000 200,000 150,000 150,000 150,000 150,000 200,000 200,000 300,000 300,000 
Operating 
Costs 
@ TOTAL $8,869,147 $9,045,007 $2,671,745 $2,758,472 $6,729,810 $6,778,684 $6,751,040 $6,881,093 $10,404,816 $10,594,110 















































ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 
BUT REJECTED 


Two other alternatives were considered 
and rejected by the planning team prior 
to the public release of the five alterna- 
tives for public comment. 


The first, which would have preserved 
the historic resources as they are and 
attempted to “peel back” the layers of 
history was rejected because it failed to 
respond to the park’s mission as stated in 
the enabling legislation. The National 
Park Service believed that too much at- 
tention would have to be given to ex- 
plaining the subsequent alterations to 
the property, and that visitors would fail 
to appreciate the significance of the 
Grants and their lives at White Haven. 
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Other Alternatives Considered 


The Park Service also considered a pure 
restoration alternative, which would have 
removed all modern intrusions from the 
property and restored it exactly as it was 
during the historic period. Modern conve- 
niences (such as electricity) and other 
modifications needed to provide for visi- 
tor services (public restrooms, etc.) and 
park administration would have been 
unavailable at the site. Under this sce- 
nario, the site would fail to meet life and 
safety codes and would not be accessible. 
The Park Service determined that a pure 
restoration alternative was not a feasible 
option. 
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were completed for these structures by 
fall 1993. 


of the substructure, emergency ing 
was put in place. During 1994 the barn 
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but has moderate to low integrity. A 
cultural landscape report is needed. 


Archeology 


Archeological surveys have been com- 
pleted in conjunction with the needs 
identified in the historic structures 
report and during general park plan- 
sensing to indicate probable locations of 
archeological remains. A comprehensive 
archeological survey and evaluation is 
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itude 8.0 earthquakes in 
1811-1812 that caused serious damage 
throughout Illinois and Missouri and 








2 El aauilal Po it oe ey 
lial fae tit abel jaltie @ 
scene, Hate Hea ea | 
eat atte tele fae ge i 
fall i iyi PHI aie ie Bt Ui? i a3 
— AEG He iis iil i 
3 -§ a8 g 72 3% 3 . 

wk, ld ag? jk ; 
JJ— Hy jun 
ai iit lta tat, ie wu 
— el a 

Ss HTH aH Heh | rut Ht : 








by Mi 
immediate site or in the surrounding 


area. Until baseline infor- 
mation for and ion is 

available, the Park Service cannot rule 
out the possible of such 
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(Soil Consultants, Inc., 1992) 


Road and approximately 200 
acres that comprised part of 
the White Haven sits Grant's 








property. Homes, roads, power lines, 
and residential traffic are the main 
visual intrusions seen from the park. 
Despite these intrusions the vegetation 


the properties = et the park are 
zoned residential except for the rail-to- 
trail transportation corridor. 


Visitor Facilities and Services 


Because the site lies in suburban St. 
Louis, all necessary visitor services are 
available within 5 miles of the site, 
including many hotels, motels, restau- 
rants, and stores. The private sector 
offers theaters and golf courses and 
other recreational pursuits nearby. 
Health care facilities are available at 
hospitals, urgent care facilities, and 
medical offices. 


Regional Recreation Resources 


Recreation opportunities in the greater 
metropolitan area include an art muse- 
um, science center, children’s museum, 
zoo, historic homes, and other cultural 
sites. White Cliff Park, with picnic 
tables and recreation opportunities 
managed by the city of Crestwood, Mis- 
souri, is on Grant Road one-half mile 
from the site’s entrance. Many other 
parks nearby offer additional recreation 
opportunities. A unit of the national 

system — Jeffercon National 

ion Memorial, which includes the 

Gateway Arch, Museum of Westward 
Expansion, and the Old Court House — 
is 15 miles from the site in downtown 
St. Louis. Interpretive programs at the 
Jefferson National Expansion Memorial 
focus on westward expansion and 


St. Louis history. 


Affected Environment 
TRANSPORTATION AND ACCESS 
Access 


Grant Road, which provides the primary 
access to the site, is owned by Grant- 
wood Village. Grant Road is 
area residents as a throughway to the 
interstate highway system; it also serves 
as the primary access to Grant’s Farm. 
representatives have stated that 
Grantwood is unable to continue to 
maintain the road. They have attempted 
to turn the artery over to St. Louis 
County or the federal government to 
avoid closing it. It would take federal 
legislation to transfer ownership or 
responsibility for road maintenance to 
the Park Service. 


St. Louis County conducted a traffic 
analysis in 1992 (see appendix D), 
which indicated that traffic patterns are 
strongly influenced by recreation users 
of Grant’s Farm. A 25% increase in 
traffic levels would require widening 
Grant Road to accommodate the users 
safely. Current Park Service projections 
do not show a 25% increase in traffic 
on Grant Road if the proposal is imple- 
mented. Because of increased visitation 
at nearby Grant’s Farm, visitation gen- 
erated by the White Haven site, and 
travel to the trailheads provided by the 
proposed recreation trail, traffic levels 
could increase. Increased traffic could 
require road improvements. 


A secondary entrance to the site enters 
off Whitehaven Drive, which is also a 
village road. Whitehaven Drive is a 
quiet road that winds through the 
village’s residential neighborhood; its 
meandering course is difficult to follow, 
and it is unsuitable for access to the 
historic site. 


Parking 


The smal] size of the park and its legis- 
lated mission to preserve the resources s0 
that the public can appreciate Ulysses S. 








ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 


and Julia Dent Grant in the context of 
their mid-19th century farm make it 
necessary to pursue offsite accommoda- 
tions for visitor and staff vehicles. For 
the convenience of the public and the 
staff and to avoid the costs of a shuttle 
transport system, adjacent parking is 
desirable. Gateway Trailnet, Inc. plans 
to develop a railroad right-of-way im- 
mediately adjacent to the site for recre- 
ation use. Trailnet has expressed willing- 
ness to cooperate in building a parking 
lot in the area immediately adjacent to 
the site to serve site visitors and staff 
as well as trail users. Trailnet proposes 
to work with the Park Service and the 
management of Grant’s Farm to design 
the parking facility and to lease a por- 
tion of the facility to the park. 


SOCIOECONOMIC ENVIRONMENT 


The city of St. Louis is at the heart of 
a major economic and population center 
of the country. The 12-county region” 
that is now the St. Louis metropolitan 
statistical area has a population of 
about 2.5 million (see table 8). While 
the regional population is growing, the 
city of St. Louis continues to lose popu- 
lation at a rate of 1% to 1.5% per year. 
These trends are expected to continue. 


The statistics collected for the St. Louis 
region indicate that the labor and 
employment situation has improved 
from 1982 through 1992 (see table 9). 
The 1992 unemployment rate of 6.2% 
compared favorably with the national 
rate of 7.4%. 


The St. Louis region is a major busi- 
ness, industrial, and service center of 
the nation. This region is within 15 
miles of the United States 1990 popula- 
tion center. One-third of the nation’s 
population and businesses are within 
500 miles of the St. Louis Region. This 
favorable location in the heartland of 
the country allows ready access to the 
nation’s markets and people. 


The St. Louis region is one of the 
countrys major transportation centers. 
It ranks second in the country as a rail 
center, second as an inland port, and 
eighth in the number of airport flights. 
Interstate highway routes 70, 64, 55, 
and 44 connect the region with the rest 
of the country. 


Ulysses S. Grant National Historic Site 
is easily accessible by automobile from 
state and county roads. All necessary 
visitor services are readily available 
within the nearby metropolitan area. 


TABLE 8: POPULATION 











Source: St. Louis 


— i 


973,896 
2,456,300 


2,492,525 2, 605,00 000 


Regional Commerce & Growth Association, RCGA’s Profile of the St. Louis Economy 


1993-94 and Regional Economic Information System, Bureau of Economic Analysis. 


‘Note that the city of St. Louis is 
in addition to (not inclusive of) the 
St. Louis, combined, total 1,426,981. 


te from St. Louis County, and figures given for the county are 
for the city. Thus the figures for the city and the county of 
ing the figures for the other counties included in the 


metropolitan statistical area results in the figures given for the St. Louis region. 








14. The St. Louis 


on consists of the city of St. Lowis, Missouri, and the following counties. In 


Missouri: Franklin, Jefferson, Lincoln, St. Charles, St. Louis, and Warren. In Ilinois: Clinton, Jersey, 
Madison, Monroe, and St. Clair. 











Affected Environment 


TABLE 9: St. Louis REGION LABOR FORCE AND EMPLOYMENT 
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UNEMPLOYMENT RATE 
PAYROLL EMPLOYMENT™ 
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Source: St. Louis Regional Commerce & Growth Association, RCGA’s Profile of the St. Louis Economy 
1993-94 


“Absolute change. 


“Payroll employment does not include self-employed persons. 





VISITOR USE DATA 
Statistics and Analysis 


Although the site was open by appoint- 
ment only” until summer 1994, visitor 
use statistics indicate a growing interest 
and awareness of the site. In 1992, the 


participation of staff in te 
also influenced 
greater public contacts in 1993. Groups 


was opened two days per week. This 
small, tem visitor center in the 
visitor services and ex- 





programs are available. Tours may also 
a scheduled when the visitor center is 
not open. Visitation statistics are not 
yet available for the period since this 
new visitor service began. 


Potential Demand Projections 


The park is in a major metropolitan 
region. Because it is next to an estab- 
lished and well-known attraction, it is 
easily accessible and considerable public 
use is expected. Although actual public 
demand is unknown, capacity levels 
probably will be met within a few years. 


Based on current visitor atterns, 
information from similar ‘and 
area sites, and information from various 
groups, the general management plan- 
ning team has assumed that peak visi- 
tation would likely coincide with the 
dates of Grant’s Farm's operation. Visi- 
tors would come from a broad geographic 


would arrive at the site individually, 
with families, and in 


organized groups 
Repeat visitaticn is expected, ph cor. oe 











among area residents. Casual visitation 
is unlikely unless adequate destination 


Because of the high level of interest in 
educational programming, the planning 
team and the interpretive planning 
team developed a strategy for providing 
educational opportunities that would 
serve both adults and children. The 
development of a classroom in the visi- 
tor center and educational programming 
designed by an education specialist 
would ensure the attendance of area 
school children. De ing on staffing 
levels, the site would be able to accom- 
modate 120 to 180 students per day. 
These school groups would probably 
comprise most of the visitation during 
the winter. 


The long-range interpretive plan out- 
lines a wide variety of interpretive pro- 
ing that would permit the visitor 
to spend as little as only a few minutes 
or as long as several hours onsite. (See 
the interpretive plan for more details of 
visitor opportunities that would be 


available once this plan is implemented.) 


Site Carrying Capacity 


Ulysses S. Grant National Historical 
Site currently receives limited visitation, 


but once it is fully operational, visita- 
tion will probably increase dramatically. 
potential for visitors to damage cultural 
and natural resources. Large numbers 
of visitors using the site at one time 
would also affect visitor experiences. It 
is therefore important to address carry- 
os Siverly SS Reneng pie Sere 
structure and visitor management 
programs. Both the General Authorities 
Act of 1978 (Public Law 95-625) and 
the NPS Management Policies require 
that general management plans address 
the issue of visitor carrying capacity. 


The Park Service is currently develop- 
ing a visitor experience and resource 
protection process for addressing carry- 
ing capacity based on the U.S. Forest 
Service’s limits of acceptable change 
system, the National Parks and Conser- 
vation Association’s visitor impact 
management framework, and the NPS 
Management Policies. Under the process 
the Park Service is developing, carrying 
capacity is defined as the type and level 
of visitor use that can be accommodated 
while sustaining the desired resource 
and social conditions that complement 
the purposes of the park units and 
their management objectives. This 
general management plan proposes con- 
ducting a visitor experience and 
resource protection study. 











ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 


CULTURAL RESOURCES 


All of the building treatments proposed 
in this plan would the historic 
fabric. Restoration and rehabilitation 
treatments would improve the quality of 
the resource. If there is no treatment 
both the fabric and the overall quality 
of the resource would degrade. 


The Proposal (Alternative D) 


The impacts on cultural resources under 
this alternative would be considerably 
different from the impacts under alter- 
natives A and B but very similar to 
impacts under alternative C. Historic 
structures would be restored to their 
19th century appearance to facilitate 
visitor appreciation of the structures’ 
associations with Ulysses S. and Julia 
Dent Grant. Visual intrusions such as 
overhead utility lines, structures such 
as the 20th century cottage and air 
cooling poncs, additions to historic 
structures such as the dormers and 
breezeway attached to the main house, 
along with the garage doors and shop 
addition to the stone building, and the 
sidewalks and gravel parking lot, would 
all be removed. Vehicular traffic would 
be prohibited except for emergency vehi- 
cles, which would eliminate visual in- 
trusion, noise, dust, and exhaust fumes 
inappropriate to the historic setting. 


The barn would be rehabilitated to 
include a visitor contact area and 


The core area of the grounds surround- 
ing the main house would be restored 
to the degree possible within Park 
Service management policies to their 
19th century appearance, giving visitors 
a better sense of the property. Vegeta- 
tive screening would be used to miti- 
gate visual and audible intrusions from 
outside the historic site. The potentially 
historic railroad berm would be moved 
approximately 45 feet toward the park 
site to provide adequate space for parking 
and to decrease conflicts between trail 
users and vehicles accessing the parking 
lot. Archeological resources would be 
protected. 


Alternative A 


If the site would continue its stabiliza- 
tion program, implementation of this 
alternative would have no new negative 
effects on cultural resources. Potential 
hazards to resources from failure of 
structures to meet life and safety codes 
would continue. Structures would be 
vulnerable to darnage from fire, struc- 
tural instability, earthquakes, and 
flooding. The historic structures would 
not be restored, and visitors would have 
a limited ability to appreciate the struc- 
tures’ association with Ulysses S. and 
Julia Dent Grant. 


Visual intrusions such as overhead util- 
ity lines, structures such as the 20th 
century cottage and air cooling ponds, 
additions to historic structures such as 
oe ale toca Genre anaes te 
main house, along with the garage 
doors and shop addition to the stone 
building, and the sidewalks and gravel 
parking lot, would all remain. Vehicul 











legislation. The area would continue to 
be overcrowded and unsympathetic to 
the historic barn structure. The grounds 
would bear little resemblance to the 
historic setting. People with disabilities 
would have only programmatic access to 
historic structures. 


Alternative B 


This alternative has potential for some 
resource depredation. Historic structures 
would retain their 20th century appear- 
ance. The historic structures would not 
be restored, thus limiting the ability of 
visitors to appreciate their association 
with Ulysses S. and Julia Dent Grant. 
Visual intrusions such as overhead util- 
ity lines, structures such as the 20th 
century cottage and air cooling ponds, 
additions to historic structures such as 
the dormers and breezeway attached to 
the main house, along with the garage 
doors and shop addition to the stone 
building, and the sidewalks and gravel 
parking lot, would all remain. 


Vehicular traffic would continue to be 


The visitor contact area in the barn 
would continue to address only a small 
portion of the story defined in the site’s 
enabling legislation. The area would 
continue to be overcrowded and un- 


Alternative C 


The impacts on cultural resources under 
this alternative would be considerably 
different than impacts of alternatives A 
and B. Historic structures would be 
restored to their 19th century appear- 
ance to facilitate visitor appreciation of 
the structures’ associations with Ulysses 
S. and Julia Dent Grant. Visual intru- 
sions such as overhead utility lines, 
structures such as the 20th century 
cottage and air cooling ponds, additions 
to historic structures such as the 
dormers and breezeway attached to the 
main house, along with the garage 
doors and shop addition to the stone 
building, and the sidewalks and gravel 
parking lot, would be all removed. 
Vehicular traffic would be prohibited 
except for emergency vehicles, which 
would eliminate visual intrusion, noise, 
dust, and exhaust fumes inappropriate 
to the historic setting. 


The visitor contact area in the barn 
would continue to address only a small 
portion of the story defined in the site’s 
enabling legislation; it would continue 
to be overcrowded and unsympathetic to 
the historic barn structure. Potential 
hazards to the resources due to the 
failure of structures to meet life and 
safety codes would be corrected. Struc- 
tures and grounds would be physically 
accessible to all visitors. The grounds 
would be restored to their 19th century 
appearance to the degree possible with- 
in Park Service management policies. 
Restoration could increase the visual 
and audible intrusions from outside the 
historic site because of lost vegetation, 
including mature trees. The potentially 
historic railroad berm would be moved 
approximately 45 feet toward the park 
site to provide adequate space for 
parking and to decrease conflicts 
between trail users and vehicles acces- 
sing the parking lot. Archeological 
resources would be protected. 











Alternative E 


This alternative would have the great- 
est impact on cultural resources of all 
of the alternatives considered. Historic 
structures would be restored to their 
19th century appearance on the exterior 
only. The interiors would be rehabili- 
tated, including structural and access 
modifications needed to make full use of 
all interior spaces, resulting in loss of 
historic fabric. Visual intrusions such as 
overhead utility lines, structures such 
as the 20th century cottage and air 
cooling ponds, additions to historic 
structures such as the dormers and 
breezeway attached to the main house, 
along with the garage doors and shop 
addition to the stone building, and the 
sidewalks and gravel parking lot, would 
all be removed. Vehicular traffic would 
continue to be routed into the historic 
site, bringing with it noise, dust, and 
exhaust fumes inappropriate to the 
historic setting. 


Potential hazards to the resources due to 
the failure of structures to meet life and 
safety codes would be corrected. Struc- 
tures and grounds would be physically 
accessible to all visitors. The core area 
of grounds surrounding the main house 
would be restored to the degree possible 
within Park Service management poli- 
cies to its 19th century appearance; the 
perimeter would make use of vegetation 
to mitigate visual and audible intru- 
sions from outside the historic site. The 
ingore Paovetsa bes ay berm would 
iho bak ce ta portale Ghetans poet 
site to provi te space 
for parking and to decrease conflicts 
between trail users and vehicles acces- 
sing the parking lot. 
rome Waar wee Same Dew © tear 
im on ounds structures 
Sak co Yateae’ dllias $0 tel C cans of 
the property's historic ambiance and 
associations with the Grants. Archeo- 
logical resources would be protected. 


Environmental Consequences 
NATURAL RESOURCES 
Soils and Topography 


Some landscaping, removal of existing 
structures, and construction would be 
involved with all alternatives except for 
alternative A, where the impact would 
be negligible. 


The Proposal (Alternative D). The 
impacts on soils and topography under 
alternative D would be very similar to 
those under alternative C. Restoration 
and rehabilitation of historic structures 
would cause 0.193 acre of soil to be 
lost. This impact would be weighed 
against the removal of 0.109 acre of 
modern intrusions and the recontouring 
of 0.271 acre of land to its historic 
contour. The total effect on soils and 
topography under alternative D would 
be a net change of 0.078 acre of pre- 
viously disturbed soil and topography 
that would be returned to a more natu- 
ral condition. In addition, disturbance to 
the offsite railroad right-of-way due to 
the proposed parking lot would total 
35,000 square feet. There could be some 
long-term disturbance because of soil 
compaction during construction. 


Alternative B. Alternative B would 

have only minor impacts on soils and 
to y. Construction of accessible 
circulation paths 








under this alternative. In addition, distur 
due to the proposed 





Alternative D (Proposal)—There 
would be automobile and bus traffic 
adjacent to the site. 


Alternative A—There would be minor 
auto traffic onsite. 


Alternative B—There would be minor 
auto traffic onsite. 


Alternative C—There would be auto- 
mobile and bus traffic adjacent to 
but not on the site. 


Alternative E—There may be sub- 
stantial traffic onsite. 


Wildlife: All Alternatives 


Some resident invertebrates and small 
vertebrates would be displaced or 
destroyed by habitat alteration during 
construction. Although there would be 
minor reductions of habitat under some 
alternatives, no critical habitat for any 
threatened or endangered species has 
been identified. 


Vegetation 


Alternative A. There would be no dis- 
turbance to the vegetation. 


Alternative C. The im on vegeta- 
tion under alternative C would be 
higher than under all other alternatives 
because the would be signifi- 
cantly restored. (The alternative could 
result in removal of a significant 
number of trees.) 


Alternatives B, D, and E. There 
would be some lan ing, removal of 
existing structures, and construction 
under all alternatives that would result 
in impacts on park vegetation. Impacts 
on vegetation under alternatives B, D, 
and E would be similar to those described 
under “Soils and Topography,” with the 
same amounts of acreage reclaimed and 
disturbed. 


Threatened and Endangered Species: 
All Alternatives 


There are no known threatened or en- 
dangered species within the park. None 
of the alternatives would have any impacts 


on threatened or endangered species. 


Hydrology: All Alternatives 


Although there could be some disturb- 
ances to park water features during 
construction, these would be temporary, 
and precautions would be taken during 
construction to avoid erosion and 





11988 no ere is for 
park areas identified as panned 


native E would have the highest cost.) 


Alternative A 


There would be no additional im 

on management and operations. ili- 
zation of the historic resources would 
continue to consume staff time and funds. 


preservation 
would be more extensive and would cost 
nearly as much as restoration. 


Alternative C 


Environmental Consequences 
VISITOR USE AND EXPERIENCE 
The Proposal (Alternative D) 


The visitor would receive a focused 
yet well-rounded experience under 
this alternative with the story told 
through the resources, exhibits, media, 
tours, etc. 


Alternative A 


Because of the present condition of the 
resources the visitor experience would 
be less than optimal. It is difficult to 
tell the story of the Grants with the 
20th century alterations to the struc- 
tures. In addition, visitation would be 
severely limited by the small amount of 
parking. The interpretive program 
would be flexible and more personal 
than under the other alternatives. 


Alternative B 


Alternative C 


The visitor experience 

the story of the Grants as told through 
the resources. Limited exhibits or 
audiovisual media are planned, however, 


which could potentially limit the 
audience. 





intensive under this alternative. These 
development activities would be spread 
over a period of years, and related 
expenditures would be approximately 
$7.8 million. Implementation of this 
alternative would require 22 to 27 
itions and an operating budget of 


The cost of development would be rela- 
ey Bie Os Sane Soe Vee 
to . 


local economy in the form of salaries, 
benefits, and other expenditures. Short- 
term economic impacts from implemen- 
tation of alternative A would be minimal. 
Long-term economic impacts would be 
minimal. Economic contributions of visi- 
tors to the park would be minimal because 
most visitors would come from within 
the region; the park is a day-use attrac- 
tion, not an overnight destination. This 
economic impact would be negligible in 
relationship to the size of the overall 
regional economy. 


Alternative B 


The level of development would be 
relatively low but costly due to life and 
safety and access requirements. Short- 
term expenditures for preservation and 
development would be about $6,369,000. 
The annual operating would 
range from $360,800 to 684. Staff- 
ing requirements would be minimal. 
Implementation of alternative B would 
require three to five positions at the 
site and the addition of seven positions 
at Jefferson National Expansion Memo- 
rial. An additional position to supervise 
the preservation project would be 
required for the tion of that 
a (approximately five years). 

isitor services offered to the public 
would be minimal. Com to the 
other alternatives i the cost 
of development would be relatively 
high, but operating costs would be rela- 
tively low to moderate. This economic 


impact would be igible in relation- 
ship to the size of overall regional 
economy. 

Alternative C 


There would be extensive restoration 
restoration activities would be consider- 
able; estimated development and resto- 
ration costs under this alternative 
would be $5,777,000. tion of the 
site under alternative C would require 
20 to 25 positions and a commensurate 





operating budget of approximately 
$974,000 to $1,190,000. An additional 
position to supervise the preservation 


Alternative E 


Under this alternative the cost of 
development would be relatively high, 
and operating costs would be igh. Of 


positior operating budget 
approximately $1,515,000 to $1,700,000. 
An additional position to supervise the 


Environmental Consequences 


from the site under alternatives C and 
D would have a cumulative impact on 
the future use or interpretation of 
those structures. There could also be 
cumulative impacts from increased local 
traffic. 


Beneficial impacts would include facili- 
tating access to an essentially new in- 
stitution in the cityscape. This would 
contribute positively to the overall eco- 
nomic vitality and quality of life in St. 
Louis. Generations to come would have 
greater opportunities to learn about and 
iate the Ulysses S. Grant legacy. 
Removal of 20th century intrusions 
under alternatives C and D and the 
subsequent net gain of resources 
returned to a more natural condition 
(alternative C) would also have a posi- 
tive cumulative impact through 
increased vegetative cover, improved 
aesthetics, and a closer approximation 
of the historic setting. Finally changing 
access points under alternatives C, 
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The Proposal (Alternative D) Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C Alternative E 
Cuttural Positive impact on historic stractures No new negative impacts. Potential negative cultura) Positive impacts on historic Greatest potential negative 
Resoures Visitors would appreciate the site more Existing impacts continue resource impacts. Self-guided structures Visitors would im pact on cultural resources. 
due to restoration of the structures. Life/safety codes not met: tours increase potenti! for appreciate the site more dne to passible lass of historic fabric dne 
removal of visual intrusions, and 20th program matic §tTounds and structures restoration of the structures. {0 internor rehabihtaton 20th 
century intrumans, prohibition of acceasibihty potential for impacts Life/ralety codes removal of visual intrusians. 20th century intrumons would be 
vehicular traffic; grounds restaration (if fire, structura] would be in place Structures century intrumons. probibtt removed from the structures and 
possible); life/safety codes in place Plus earthquake damage and and grows would be vehicular traffic: grounds restored if grounds Life and cades 
the rehabikitation of barn allows for flooding: visua] intrusions. acceasitie to all visitors possible: hife/safety codes in place. would be in place. Structures and 
broader interpretation of the Grants. 20th century elements Grounds physically accessible to 
Possible visual impacts on resources due remain on mstanc Visitor contact area addresses only a ell visitors. Core area would be 
to parking and maintenance building structures, onsite auto small portion of story and remains restored and heavy 
More visitor activities on grounds and in traffic, limited crowded: grounds restoration may visitor use would provide a 
barn. Vegetative screening would be used interpretation. httle increase visual and audible negative impact on grounds and 
to mitigate audible and visual intrusions resemblance to histaric instructions from adjacent structures and on visitor 
from property setting properties to understand hstornc setting 
Soike & Similar te C (0.078 acre) Neghgibie Minor accensibihty Minor Highest (0.407 acres) 
Topugra phy Offbite, 35,000 ft of railroad construction (0.036 acre) (0.124 acre) (Parking 
um mediately sau 
right-of-way) 
Ar Quahty Construction. no Construction. Minor Construction: Same as A Construction: Same as A Construction. Same as A 
Traffic: Adjacent to site temporary. Traffic: Minor | Traffic: Same as A Traffic: Same as D | Traffic: May be subetantia 
Wildhfe <a Br al shereativos: No critical habitat en. Some alternatives would — habs 
Vegetation Some impacts (0.073 acre) No disturbance Some impacts (0.036 acre) Some impacts (0.124 acre) | Same tenpacte (0.407 axre) 
TAME Speces Same for all alternatives: No impacts no known threatened or endangered species 
Hydrolagy Same for all alternatives. Some impacts during construction; no impact on wetlands or groundwates There are no wetlands within the park 
Operaton 4 More staff, 2nd largest expenditure No additional im pacts. Leas onsite staff. additions! More onsite staff. restoration Most funds and staff 
Management stabilization activities staff at Jefferson National activities require staff and funds 
continue Expansion Memonal. 
activities more expensive and 
cost nearly as much as 
Visitor Une Focused, well-rounded Difficult for visitors to Self guided and impersonal. Pocus on early Grant years, no Widest interpretation with an 
& Experience focus on story of the resources appear same as exhibits @ sudhovisua! array of experiences. substantie! 
Grants because the site's A. vimible potentially hmited audience Visitation expected 
appearance ws more 20th research activities 
century than histaric. and 
ongring research activities 
Sectoecancm i Approx. $7.8 M for restoratic. removal & Low development costa Development casts relatively Development corts relatively high Development cost high operating 
Environment construction; 22 to 27 new staff: low; staff costs higher than A additional stall superviscr conte bagh hagh staff requirements 
supervisor for 5 years; development costs $6 M current supervisor for 5 years. small operating costs moderate to high 5 year supervisor 
high. long-term contributians to the local ost mimmal cuntributer contribution to local ecanom y local economic im pect small contribution to local economy 
































COMPLIANCE 


The National Park Service consulted 
with the Missouri State Historic 
Preservation Office throughout the 
general management planning process. 


If the Park Service regional director 
decides based on the environmental 
assessment that the project would signi- 
ficantly affect the human environment a 
notice of intent to prepare an environ- 
mental impact statement would be issued. 
Conversely a finding of no significant 
impact would be issued if the director 
determined that there would be no sig- 
nificant impact from this project. 


Prior to any decision consultation 
between the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation, the Missouri 
historic preservation officer, and the 


Park Service would be carried out in 
accordance with section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act (as 
amended). A tic agreement 
would be established to give direction 
for the protection and preservation of 
cultural resources during any project 
carried out under this plan. This 
agreement would also consider the 
preservation and protection of possible 
archeological and ethnographic resources 
that may be encountered in the course 
ot associated project work. 


In compliance with Executive Order 
11990, “Protection of Wetlands,” a 
statement of findings issued for impacts 
on wetlands would not be necessary 
because there are no wetlands present. 
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APPENDIX A: LEGISLATION 


PUBLIC LAW 101-106—OCT. 2, 1989 103 STAT. 677 
f ppt 101-106 
101st Congress 
An Act 
To provide for the establishment of the Ulysses S. Grant National Historic Site 
in the State of Missouri, and for other purposes. 1529) 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the 
hf way Ay Mow byny Ban Bp oonak al 


SECTION 1. ULYSSES S. GRANT NATIONAL HISTORIC SITE. 16 USC 461 note. 
In order to preserve and interpret for the benefit and Julie Dent 

of all Americans a property smocialad with the life of General Grant. 

and later President UlyeeeS. rant and the life of First Julia 

Dent Grant, knowledge of which is essential to undesstendion in 

the context of mid-nineteenth American history, his rise to 

Historic Site near St. Louis, Missouri. 


li 


(a) Warrz Haven Propsraty.—The Secretary of the Interior is 
authorized to acquire by donation property and 




















APPENDIX B: PUBLIC COMMENTS ANALYSIS 


PLANNING PARTNERS MEETING 


From September 7 to 10, 1993, the National 
Park Service conducted a series of meetings 
with individuals considered partners in the 
planning process. These meetings were 

i to test assumptions, to identify 
expectations and issues, and to confirm the 
purpose and significance of the site. Com- 
ments from all individuals were recorded 
and used in formulating alternatives. 


NEWSLETTER 1 
The Park Service prepared and distributed 
its first t plan news- 


900 addresses and issued a news release 


lanning 
news release also stated that copies of the 
newsletter were available at two area librar- 
ies or at the park. 


One hundred and six comment forms were 
received in response to the newsletter. The 
most interest came from historical societies, 
with 37 individuals from 12 societies 
responding. Employees from 10 schools also 
commented. Fifty-seven members of the 
general public commented. The following 
summary of questions and responses 
presents the most frequent answers: 


What is your interest in White Haven (i.e., 
Civil War, Grant the man, historic preser- 
vation, Mrs. Julia Dent Grant)? Is your 
interest in White Haven connected to an 

ion or special interest, such as 
President Grant’s history, Civil War history, 
preservation groups, etc.? 


Most respondents were interested in 
historic , Grant the man, 
and the Civil War. 


Please comment on the purpose and signifi- 
cance statements outlined in this newsletter. 


Many respondents said they agreed with 


respo 
nership of Julia and Ulysses was vital 
to the purpose and significance of the 
site. Two respondents felt that a 
purpose was to “restore” not “preserve” 
the site. One respondent thought it was 
significant that White Haven was a 
southern plantation and that the con- 
nection between Grant and the city of 
St. Louis should be made. 


Please provide your comments and sugges- 
tions about the future of UL S. Grant 
National Historic Site (what 

most and/or least like to see in the 

you were to come back 20 years from now). 


Three-quarters of the respondents felt 
that the site should be restored to the 
appearance it had when Grant lived 


+ 


Grant's time. Several ts favored 
a living history to interpreta- 


jst oh pre about the outbuildings 
uggested restoring them to Grant’s 


ime Ge ed ee eee col and 
for public social events. 


Do you have other issues or concerns that 
you feel should be addressed in this plan? 


The comments for this question ranged 
widely. The two most frequently 
mentioned concerns were that the site 


kept small, of high quality, compatible, 
and able to accommodate visitors. 
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for restoration and maintenance. Others 
were concerned about the tial 

financial costs that would have to be 
borne by local citizens. Some respond- 
ents stated their belief that there was 


no point in designating the site if it 
were not restored. Some neighbors ex- 


pressed a desire to use the grounds for 


cooperative opportuniti 
historical societies, work with the 
Ulysses S. Grant National Historic Site 
Association, and that the Park Service 
work to make Grant’s cabin “Hardscrabble” 
(owned by Grant’s Farm) accessible to 


the public. 


representatives of the congressional dele- 
* presented letters from Senators John 

anforth and Christopher Bond and from 
Representative Richard Gephardt indicating 
restoration as their preferred treatment for 
the resources in support of the legislation 
authorizing the establishment of the nation- 
al historic site. 


The planning joined in “fleshing 
— 2—B Se uitentives 
Sect ieaetd Guaalive © of & ceniiine- 
tion of alternatives D and C. They were 
particularly interested in hoster O tans 
the first floor of the main house furnished 
as it would have been when Grant lived 


Appendix B: Public Comments Analysis 


present ions and the public would 
need to “peel back the layers” of subsequent 
events to understand White Haven and its 
association with the Grants in the context 
of mid-19th century America. Because the 
size of the site inevitably limits the number 
of visitors at any given time, participants 
believed that they should not be distracted 
by a century of events and developments not 
related to the site’s purpose and significance. 


The p partners felt that the main 
house sh be restored and hopefully 
furnished to Grants’ time under whatever 
alternative was selected. For this reason the 
team removed the alternative that discussed 
leaving the house in an unrestored state 
and “peeling back layers” from considera- 


tion. The draft alternatives were 
then presented to the general public at an 
open house. 


PUBLIC MEETING 


The National Park Service mailed 1,600 
postcards and issued a news release invit- 
ing the public to attend a meeting at which 
the Park Service presented the draft alter- 
natives. The public was held at 
Hixson Junior High School's auditorium, 
630 South Elm Avenue, Webster Groves, 
Missouri, on February 10, 1994. . 


mately 70 people registered at the 


Jack Goldman, past president of Save 
Grant's White — * Inc., gave the 
introductory remark s. Historical architect Al 
O’Bright gave a slide presentation on the 
architectural research conducted to date. 
Superintendent Jill York O’Bright presented 
an overview of the park and outlined the 
staffs activities over the past three years. 
Superintendent O’Bright and team 
Marilyn Habgood presented the five draft 
alternatives. 


The public was extremely positive and 
supported the planning process, the Park 
Service operation, and the planning team’s 
efforts to complete the planni rocess 
quickly so that a proposal selected 
and implemented and the site made fully 
operational. Several people praised the park 
staff. Most people fascination 


with the historical and architectural 
research that was presented. Those who 
expressed an opinion supported alternative D, 
which combines a restoration of cultural 





The following are the most frequently men- 


tioned advantages and disadvantages of 
each alternative. 


—B— ——— 

most frequently mentioned. Respondents 

did do — 
not “ a 
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APPENDIX C: TRAFFIC ANALYSIS REPORT 


Traffic counts were taken on Grant Road 
north of Gravois Road during the week of 
June 29, 1992, by the Saint Louis County 
Department of Highways and Roads. Hourly 
counts were taken beginning at Pt dy 
June 29 and ending at 12 AM. on July 
1992. The counts do not reflect the aed 
traffic patterns one would expect in the 
heart of a major urbanized areas such as 


Saint Louis. Data are reproduced in table 1. 


The average weekday traffic volumes and 
the average daily traffic for this period are 
shown on an hourly basis on the attached 
graph. 


In general there is no morning peak period 
of traffic as one would expect. The traffic 
volumes build during the day and peak 
pvt Bytom ye RA, RE 
Also peak period of traffic is 
not as high as  aidaie bel saved. 
This traffic pattern is one that usually 
occurs from traffic generated by a recrea- 
tional facility. The ing zoo at Grant’s 
Farm probably is destination for most 
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of the traffic on Grant Road and is largely 
responsible for the existing traffic pattern. 
There is undoubtedly also some local access 
traffic using Grant Road. 


The weekday traffic volume levels on Grant 
Road average around 6,400 vehicles per day 
and are slightly less on weekend days, 
averaging 4,700 vehicles per day. This level 
of use is high for a two-lane road. A 25% 
increase in the weekday traffic volumes 
would put traffic levels at a point where a 
four-lane cross-section may be needed for 
Grant Road. The extent of any widening 
would depend upon a more detailed engi- 
neering evaluation of the operating condi- 
tions at the major intersections along Grant 
Road. A check should be made to determine 
the current right-of-way width along Grant 
Road to determine whether an additional 
right-of-way may be needed to widen the 
road. If the current ri 


t-of-way is 70 feet 
or more, wideni take place without 
additional right-of-way acquisition. 











Appendix C: Traffic Analysis Report 
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TOTALS 6,478 6562 6,604 6,255 6,202 6,420 4944s 4,501 
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GRANT ROAD TRAFFIC— 1992 
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This document will outline the surface hydrology characteristics 
for Ulysses S. Grant National Historic Site. This document will 
also address issues to be considered during the planning process. 
A basic feature of new federal flood plain management policies in 
the National Park Service System is to evaluate the area inundated 
by the 100 year flood for any particular site. Then, based upon 
this information, recommendations for site development can be made. 
The USGS has calculated an approximate 100 year flood for the 
general area. However, it is now necessary to correlate the 
surface discharge of the site to the hydraulic capabilities of 
Prairie Creek. These calculations should then verify the estimated 
100 year flood plain. 


Ulysses S. Grant National Historic Site is a 9.42 acre site located 
in suburban St. Louis County in Grantwood Village, Missouri. It is 
bounded on the north, east and west by suburban housing, and on the 
south by Grant’s Farm. Grant Road and an abandoned railroad line 
run between the site and Grant’s Farm. The site is comprised of 
five historic structures and the surrounding grounds. This site is 
to be used to interpret a portion of the life of Ulysses S. Grant. 


The general topography within the boundaries slopes from north to 
southwest with the maximum relief of approximately 40 feet. The 
majority of the site is comprised of lawned areas with heavy 
vegetation along the west fence line and over 50 species of trees 
spread throughout the site. The soils at the site have generally 
been classified as silty soils. Silty soils are permeable and 
highly erodible. Typically, soils of this nature may exhibit a 
significant loss in strength when they become saturated. 


EXISTING CONDITIONS 


The 9.42 acre site is situated in such a way that the surface 
runoff from the hillside and adjacent developments naturally drain 
down thru this area into Prairie Creek. The surface runoff from 
the majority of the residential developments surrouding the site is 
routed thru a 6’ diameter reinforced concrete culvert pipe. At a 
point approximately 500 ft. northwest of the site, this 6’ diameter 
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reinforced concrete culvert converges with a 5’ diameter corrugated 
metal stormwater culvert. These two culverts empty into a covered 
6‘x 4’concrete box culvert. 


This 6’x 4’ concrete box culvert enters the park in the northwest 
corner of the property and continues southward along the west side 
of the property. This is the beginning of what is known as Prairie 
Creek. The covered concrete box culvert continues southward for 
approximately 300 ft. At this point, the creek becomes an earthen 
channel. The remaining creek channel has been straightened and 
continues south. 


The flow was originally conveyed under the abandoned railroad line 
by means of a 4’x 4’ concrete box culvert. However, a 5 ft. 
diameter corrugated metal culvert was recently installed. This 
additional culvert, along with the original culvert, also conveys 
the discharge from the drainage ditch which flows east and west 
along the old railroad line. This drainage ditch crosses the 
entrance road by means of a concrete box culvert. The size of this 
culvert is unknown because, at the present time, it is buried and 
plugged. According to park maintenance, water eventually flows 
through once enough static pressure is built up. 


The discharge from the two culverts is then collected in a low 
lying area between the old railroad line and Grant Road. A 4’x 4’ 
concrete box culvert below Grant Road discharges the flow from 
Prairie Creek into Gravois Creek. Gravois Creek is the major 
drainage feature in this area. 


HYDROLOGIC CALCULATIONS 


RATIONAL METHOD 


The rational method for estimating peak flows for a particular 
watershed is the method most widely used. It is based on a simple 
intensity-runoff relationship given as follows: 


Runoff, ft /sec 
Runoff Coefficient 
Intensity, in./hr 
Area, acres 


Q = CIA where 


Q 
Cc 
I 
A 


The following assumptions are made when the rational method is 
used: 


1. The rainfall intensity (I) is uniform over the entire 
watershed during the entire storm duration. 


2. The maximum runoff rate occurs when the rainfall lasts as 
long or longer than the time of concentration. 
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3. The time of concentration (T )is the time required for the 
runoff from the most remote point of the watershed to reach 
the location under investigation. The "most remote point" is 
the point from which the time of flow is greatest. [It is 
important to note that this may not be the greatest linear 
distance from the point under investigation. 


The calculations for determining the peak discharge for the 100- 
year event are as follows: 


Time of Concentration: T = 0.00013 L 
8 


L = (Maximum length of travel, "Most remote point") = 920 ft. 
S = (Slope) = 534.00 ft. - 490.75 ft./ 920 ft. = 0.047 


T = 0.00013 x 920 . § i= 0.080 hrs. = 5 min. 
0.047 


For overland flow over grassed surfaces, it is recommended that the 
calculated time of concentration (T ) be multiplied by a factor of 
two (2). Therefore, T is equal to 10 minutes. 


The rainfall intensity-duration frequency curves for the St. Louis 
area are then used to determine the rainfall intensity (I) for a 10 
minute duration and 100-year return period. Using the curves 
found in the "°1987 Climatological Data Annual Summary for 
Missouri", the intensity (I) = 9.0 in./hr. 


The runoff coefficient (C) for the site should incorporate most of 
the hydrological abstractions, soil types, and antecedent 
conditions. A weighted runoff coefficient value of 0.35 is used 
for this area. 


Thus, the estimated peak discharge for a 100-year frequency 
rainfall for the site is as follows: 


Q = (0.35) x (9.0 in./hr.) x (9.42 acres) = 29.7 ft /sec 


CHEZY -MANNING EQUATION 


Once the peak discharge for the watershed has been calculated, it 
can be determined whether the existing creek and drainage 
structures are adequate to handle the peak discharge with minimum 
erosion. This will also help to verify the extents of the 100 year 
flood plain at the site. 


The Chezy-Manning equation is a basic hydraulic formula for 


determining the flow in open channels. The relationship is as 
follows: 
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Q=Ax (1.486/n) xR xS 


where Q = Discharge, ft /sec 
A = Cross-sectional area of flow, ft 
n = Coefficient of roughness 
R = Hydraulic Radius, ft 


A Coefficient of Roughness (n) of 0.030 for the channel is used. 
The slope of the channel (S) is approximately 0.040 ft/ft. 
The approximate hydraulic radius of the channel is given as: 


R=A (Area) >. 406. 
WP (Wetted Perimeter) 12 ft 


Thus, the discharge for the channel is as follows: 
Q= 16 ft x (1.486/0.030) x (1.33 ft.) x (0.040) = 191.7 ft /sec 


FLOODPLAIN DESIGNATIONS 


The 100-year floodplain is defined as an area that has a 1% 
statistical chance of flooding in a 100 year period. Actual 
channel cross sections were measured at the point where the covered 
concrete box culvert ends and at the channel exit. Then, channel 
cross sections were correlated with the calculated peak discharges 
and used to verify the designation of the 100 year flood plain as 
shown on the Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM) and the topographic 
maps of the area. 


Three flood hazard zones have been identified within the boundaries 
of the site. Flood Zone "A-4" is designated as a special flood 
hazard zone which is dependent on the elevation of the area in 
question. The area within this designation depicts the 100-year 
flood hazard zone and is recognized as a moderate to high risk 
zone. 


Flood Zone "B" is defined as an area of moderate flood hazards, in 
which flooding may occur in a 100 to 500 year period. Zone "B" is 
not considered to be a special flood hazard area. 


Flood Zone "C" is defined as an area of minimal flood risk, in 
which a flood is not like!v to occur in a 500 year period. Zone 
"C*" is also not considered to be a special flood hazard area. 
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CONCLUSIONS 


Flood Zone "A-4" depicts the 100-year flood hazard zone and is 
shown on the attached topographic map. As indicated above, 
this area is classified as a moderate to high risk flood zone 
area. Proposed planning or design of facilities in this area 
ig not recommended. 


Site planning and possible development of a parking area 
should be limited to the area on the east side of the entrance 
roadway. The area on the east side of the entrance roadway 
north of the office represents minimal flood hazard potential 
(Flood Zone "C"). The area between the office and the barn to 
the eastern boundary of the park also represents an area of 
minimal flood hazard potential. In terms cf site hydrology 
and minimal flood risk, this area represents the optimum place 
for a parking area. 


The area on the east side of the entrance roadway between the 
property fenceline and the old railroad line is classified as 
an area of moderate flood hazard (Flood Zone "B"). This is an 
area in which flooding may occur in a 100 to 500 year period. 
Although this area is not considered to be in a special flood 
hazard zone, the planning and development of parking space in 
the areas described in conclusion #2 above would be preferred. 


The Prairie Creek drainage area includes not only the Ulysses 
S. Grant National Historic Site, but also a major portion of 
the residential area in Grantwood Village. The calculations 
above indicate that Prairie Creek is adequate to handle the 
peak discharge from the site. However, the peak discharge 
for the entire drainage area exceeds the capacity of Prairie 
Creek. 


The alignment of the two culverts below the old railroad line 
makes it difficult for the peak flows from the creek to travel 
along the path of least resistance. Even worse, the flow from 
the drainage ditch is forced to make a 90 degree turn into 
these culverts in order to drain into Gravois Creek. This 
situation leads to erosion problems along the embankments of 
the drainage channels. Adequate riprap should be placed 
along embankments on both sides of the drainage as well as 
along the final channel approach to dissipate the energy of 
the incoming water and prevent further erosion of the 
embankments. 


An existing 4’ x 4’ concrete box culvert under Grant Road 
conveys the Prairie Creek discharge, as well as the discharge 
from the drainage ditch which runs parallel to the old 
railroad line, into Gravois Creek. This concrete box culvert 
is not sized adequately to handle the peak discharge of these 
drainages. 
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7. 


The area between the old railroad line and the culvert inlet 
under Grant Road is extremely flat. This, in addition to the 
fact that the existing concrete box culvert is undersized, 
leads to sedimentation and ponding in this area. The channel 
needs to be cleaned and a positive slope re-established. 
Additional riprap needs to be placed along the channel banks 
to prevent further erosion. 


The dense vegetation along the channel in various spots 
impedes the flow. This has both positive and negative effects 
on the creek itself. The positive aspect is the fact that 
this tends to disipate some of the energy of the waterflow. 
The negative effect is that the channel is widened in these 
areas because the creek must still handle the same amount of 
flow. This can lead to localized flooding in lower lying 
areas. The channel should be cleared of any debris, fallen 
trees, and excessive vegetation. 


There is an existing concrete box culvert under the park 
entrance roadway of unknown size which has been buried over 
the years. The culvert no longer conveys water until enough 
static pressure builds up to force the flow to seep through. 
This contributes to the localized flooding that sometimes 
effects this area. This culvert should be cleaned out and the 
condition of the culvert itself examined. A culvert of 4 ft. 
minimum diameter is required to adequately handle the 


discharge. 


Prepared By: 


Lawrence R. Torrez 
Environmental Engineer 
Denver Service Center 

Central Team 
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APPENDIX E: STUDY OF RESOURCE PROTECTION TOOLS 


park areas were re on the superinten- 
closures. 


present a problem unless the area to be 
closed is a controversial closure. If the 
entire park area were to be closed, however, 
this might be considered as an option. 


It is the opinion of the Office of Ranger 
Activities that the “Good Faith Exception” 
fo Ge Semereere sweran 26 a 
hold some promise for supporting the 
route. The act does not seem to concern 
public access to federal property; but the 
focus seems to be on documents, information, 
and rules for information to be published in 
the Federal Register. The act, section 552, 
states: 


or interpretations of general applicability 
formulated and adopted by the agency 


The act goes on to say in Section 554 that: 


The employee [in this case it could perhaps 
be the superintendent or the regionai 
director]...shall make the recommended 
decisions or initial decision... 

{in the case of permit application). 


This is all a little unclear as to how it may 
apply to White Haven. One interpretation 
might be that it is allowable for a closure 
j >» * or isit ti li it ti j to 


closure situation at White Haven. The 
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CONTACT SUMMARIES FOR NATIONAL 
PARK SERVICE CULTURAL SITES 


Harry 8 Truman National Historic Site. 
The Truman site relies on to limit 
visitation. The park consists of a 
historic house. A visitor contact station 
located five blocks from the house includes 
a few minimal exhibits and a ticket counter. 
Visitors must have a ticket and be escorted 
by a ranger to gain entrance to the proper- 
ty. Tickets will typically run out by noon 
during the site's busy season, and visitors 
are then turned away. Like Navajo National 
Monument this policy is established by the 
superintendent and enforced under 36 CFR, 
Part 1.5. 


Dinosaur National Monument. This area 
has its namesake feature closed to the gen- 
eral public. Visitors can view the dinosaur 
quarry, but cannot access it directly. 

ers are allowed access to the 
quarry with a permit. Permits are given out 
on the rintendent’s authority and based 
on 36 CFR. Part 1.5. 


Theodore Roosevelt Inaugural National 
Historic Site. This is a small, 1.3 acre site 
with a historic home. Essentially all of the 
house is open to the public, except for areas 
used for administrative purposes. A third 
floor clothing restoration workshop is, 
however, closed to the public. This is done 
by the superintendent’s authority under 36 
CFR, Part 1.5. 


James A. Garfield National Historic 
Site. This area is often compared with 
White Haven. It is contemporary with the 
White Haven era, and Ulysses Grant was even 
photographed on the porch of the Garfield 
cabin. There are no significant closure 
issues at this park. It is om ag that 
recreational use of the Cuyahoga River may 
er ae Serene et ouch i 23 
carrying capacity is being determined 

sly acitten ts tnd tier con, Yala 
being done under 36 CFR, Part 1.5, but 
consideration is being given to establishing 
a rule making under Part 7. 


Theodore Roosevelt National Historic 
Site. This site (the southern district) has 
only a small, historic house as its main 
ro ee eee © aoe 
Haven could be drawn, is no strong 
visitor pressure here and no significant 
closure issues. 


Andrew Johnson National Historic Site. 
Also a site contemporary with White Haven, 
there is some mention of Grant in interpre- 
tive programs here. There are a number of 
historic structures and a national cemetery. 
The only significant closures here are for 
administrative use. 


Edison National Historic Site. An area 
vaguely comparable to White Haven by 
virtue of its numerous historic structures, 
Edison is almost entirely open to the public, 
with closures in place only for administra- 
tive use. There are, however, a significant 
number of researchers at this site. They 
tend to use the park collections (closed to 
the general public) and are permitted on a 
case by case basis by the superintendent's 
authority under 36 CFR, Part 1.5. 


Herbert Hoover National Historic Site. 
This site has numerous historic bui 

that make a historic landscape. While only 
a few are open to the public, the others are 
closed for administrative reasons, most 
notably for employee housing. This is estab- 
lished by the superintendent’s authority 
under 36 CFR, Part 1.5. 


CONCLUSION OF STUDY OF 
RESOURCE PROTECTION OPTIONS 


Several possibilities for White Haven 
present themselves from examples 7 by 
other park areas. The most succe 

closures seem based on logistics. Taking the 
example of the Truman site, it would seem 
logical to open the site to the public, but 
severely limit visitation by locating the visi- 
tor center and contact station and 

lot a short distance from the site and allow- 
ing escorted access only. Reservations would 
also be used. 


Another possibility would be to open the 
grounds of the White Haven site and reserve 
the fragile historic structures for admini- 
stration. Interpretive tours and waysides 
could then be used solely on the surround- 
ing area. 


The entire White Haven site could be closed 
to the public and used as a 
station. This would constitute a 


Part 7. While cumbersome and slow, this 
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Ice Age National Scientific Reserve 
(608) 266-7616 


Friends of Grant's Cottage 
Lounsbury 
(518) 584-4768 





Jim Small, Chief Ranger (202) 208-3163 


(615) 638-3551 
Albright Employee Development Center 
Dale Thompson 
(602) 638-2691 
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United States Department of the Interior 





FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
Fish and Wildlife Enhancement 
Columba Field Office 
608 East Cherry Sereet 
Columbia. Missouri 65201 
MAY 0 7 1995 

rws /ABS-Cxro 
Memo randus 
Tor Regional Director, Midwest Region, National Park Service 
Prom: Field Supervisor, Columbia Field Office, Fish and Wildlife Service 


Subject: Informal Consultation for the Ulysses &. Grant National Historic 
Site 


This responds to your April 20, 1993 memorandum requesting information on 
federally-listed or proposed threatened and endangered species that may be 
affected by the proposed management activities for the Ulysses &. Grant 
National Historic Site, located in St. Louis County, Missouri. 


From our review of available information, no federally-listed endangered or 
threatened species occur in the project area. You may want to contact the 
Missouri Department of Conservation (P.O. Box 180, Jefferson City, Missouri 
65102) concerning state-listed rare and endangered species. 


Should you have questions concerning this response, or if we can be of any 
further aesistance, please contect Me. Janet Haslerig at the address above, or 


by telephone at (314) 876-1911. 


Jerry J. Brabander 
Cc — 
JMH: jh: 1541/SLUSGPXA | MIOWE ST PWIONAL OFFICE | 
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MISSOURI DEPARTMENT Or CONSERVATION 








Rece: ad 
VAN 1 < ivy. 

Mr. William W. Schenk DSC-TCE 

Acting Regional Director 

National Park Service 

Midwest Region 

1709 Jackson Street 

Omaha, NE 68102-2571 

Re: General Plan 


Department staff examined map and computer files for tederai and state threatened and 

endangered species and determined that no sensitive species or communities are known 
to occur on the immediate site or surrounding area. The lack of records however, does 

not mean that such species or Communities do not exist on this tract of land. Onty an on- 
site inspection could verify the absence or existence. 


Thank you for the oppe winity to review and comment. 
‘ Snaerey. 5 Ae ST 
hee. 4. Ve a 
PLAOENA DPABION CHEBP 
— 




















COMMISSION we’ Tory, Se 
yeeey * COMES ANDY DALTON ANTTA & GOWEMAN JON FOWL 
Kennett Neprven et ected heres ( ity Bethy 
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